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ACCELERATION OF THE REFORESTATION PROGRAMS 


FRIDAY, APRIL 22, 1960 
U.S. SENATE, 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic LANDS OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:30 a.m., pursuant to call, in room 3110, 
Senate Office Building, Senator James E. Murray (chairman) pre- 
siding. 

Present : Senators Murray, Gruening, Lusk, Dworshak, Martin, and 
Fong. 

Also present: Robert E. Wolf, professional staff member, 

The Cuatrman. The hearing will come to order while the Senators 
are on the way here. 


OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES E. MURRAY, A U.S. SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA 


The Cuatrman. This hearing is for the purpose of considering Sen- 
ate Joint Resolution 95, to accelerate tree planting on the 48 million 
acres needing reforestation. 

It is altogether fitting that we hold this hearing on this day. Today, 
April 22, commemorates the founding of Arbor Day. 

A year ago, Senators Mansfield, Aiken, Anderson; Byrd of West 
Virginia, Cooper, Hart, Kuchel, Morse, Neuberger, Randolph, Stennis, 
and I joined to cosponsor this resolution. We joined in this because 
it was our belief that progress in reforestation has been insufficient. 

Progress on reforesting Federal lands is spotty and generally in- 
adequate. There is good work being done on the O. & C. lands in 
Oregon. However, on the public domain and national forests needs 
are not being met. 

Budget requests have been absolutely inadequate. The Congress 
has, for each of the last 7 years, found it necessary to add funds for 
reforesting the national forests. 

The testimony I seek today should cover these points: What is re- 
quired on our public forests if they are to best serve the Nation’s 
interests? Why aren’t these needs being met? 

Our opening witnesses will be some of the cosponsors of the bill. 
They will be followed by departmental witnesses and the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

I know there have been some accomplishments. Last year alone 2 
billion trees were planted across the Nation. However, only 167,000 
of the 5.4 million Federal acres needing reforestation were planted. 


1 
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On the national forests only 38,000 acres were planted as a part of re- 
ducing a 4.4-million-acre backlog. At this rate, it will take over 125 
years to replant our national forests. 

This hearing is not being held for the purpose of backslapping 
congratulations on the relatively scant progress made in this last dec- 
ade. Westill have 5.4 million acres of public land needing reforesta- 
tion. Under budget requests at levels of the last few years, a job that 
should be done in 10 years will not be done in 100 years. 

(The following table was ordered printed at this point :) 


National forest areas burned and planted, 1906-59 


Acres burned 


Acres planted 
Total Nonforested | Commercial 
forest 


115, 416 63, 042 
212, 850 183, 485 
414, 638 200, 000 
299, 272 131, 481 167, 791 


1, 042, 176 578, 008 464, 168 
4, 134, 253 1, 056, 144 3, 078, 109 
469, 638 120, 855 348, 783 
188, 839 41,026 147, 813 
333, 632 103, 989 ‘ 
385, 158 154, 825 
279, 245 123, 829 
299, 954 85, 206 
962, 543 390, 298 
694, 651 327, 335 
2, 007, 034 575, 758 


9, 754, 947 2, 979, 265 


342, 193 
376, 208 
373, 214 
263, 848 
602, 044 
255, 102 
776, 570 
170, 473 
398, 900 
799, 082 


4, 357, 634 1, 642, 030 2, 715, 604 


31, 638 106, 306 
79, 251 453, 510 
243, 801 129, 172 
72, 721 59, 426 
44, 378 510, 931 
148, 593 

240, 205 

65, 489 

121, 264 

267, 500 


2, 718, 348 615, 952 2, 102, 396 1, 028, 437 


228, 364 54, 756 173, 608 151, 332 
268, 010 50, 757 217, 253 151, 683 
248, 582 124, 459 224, 123 58, 131 
234, 323 61, 414 172, 909 10, 507 
208, 918 100, 542 108, 376 4, 952 
175, 882 43, 600 132, 282 5, 727 
152, 094 25, 195 126, 899 10, 559 
187, 006 70, 214 116, 792 11, 570 
130, 193 69, 577 60, 616 27; 789 
155, 914 59, 561 96, 353 36, 623 


Sk Pacikcabeatiaatedbectie setae ete 


2, 089, 286 660, 075 1, 429, 211 468, 873 


eS 


daa sais. SE aaaes 


Biel A dada 
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ACCELERATION OF THE REFORESTATION PROGRAMS 
National forest areas burned and planted, 1906-59—Continued 


Acres burned 


Total Nonforested | Commercial 
‘ forest 


156, 588 98, 799 
160, 034 154, 572 
20, 895 117, 649 
168, 763 62, 551 
42,815 
112, 821 
104, 913 
98, 332 
63, 931 
1 100, 000 


1, 977, 008 1, 029, 142 947, 866 
21, 939, 399 7, 504, 472 14, 434, 927 


1 Estimated. 


Senator Murray. Senate Joint Resolution 95 and correspondence 
from the departments pertaining thereto will be placed in the hearing 
record at this point. 

(The exhibits referred to follow :) 


{S.J. Res. 95, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


JOINT RESOLUTION To provide for the acceleration of the various reforestation pro- 
grams of the Department of Agriculture and the Department of the Interior, and for 
other purposes 


Whereas the commercial forest land of the United States, including Federal, 
State, and private timberland, contains approximately four hundred and eighty- 
eight million six hundred and nine thousand acres; and 

Whereas approximately forty-eight million acres of Federal, State, and pri- 
vate land are in need of planting so that the increased need for timber by the 
larger population of the United States in the year 2000 anno Domini may be 
met; and 

Whereas the current annual consumption of timber and timber products by 
the people of the United States is approximately thirteen billion cubic feet, and 
the demand is steadily increasing and will continue so to increase until approxi- 
mately twenty-two billion cubic feet of timber will be needed by the year 2000 
anno Domini; and 

Whereas, in the fiscal year 1958, planting on the forty-eight million acres 
recited above amounted to seventy thousand acres of Federal land, seventy 
thousand acres of State and municipal land, and nine hundred thousand acres 
of privately owned land; and 

Whereas, if the forty-eight million acres of land are to produce their part of 
the timber that will be needed by the Nation in the year 2000 anno Domini, it 
is necessary that during the next ten years five hundred and sixty thousand 
acres of Federal land, two hundred and forty thousand acres of State and 
municipal land, and four million acres of privately owned land be planted in 
trees annually; and 

Whereas it is recognized that the planting of the Federal land is completely 
a responsibility of the Federal Government and it is of highest priority; and 

Whereas the Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of the Interior have 
several authorities under which they may provide for the planting of the addi- 
tional acres in trees, but it is necessary that the authorizations be accelerated 
and supplemented : Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That it is declared to be the policy of Congress 
to provide a continuing program for the needed reforestation of Federal, State, 
and ‘private land in order thereby to accomplish the planting of the forty-eight 
million idle and nonproductive acres by accelerating and supplementing exist- 
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ing reforestation programs administered by the Secretary of Agriculture and 
the Secretary of the Interior during the ensuing ten-year period commencing 
July 1, 1960. 

Sec. 2. In addition to the regular appropriations made to the Secretary of 
Agriculture and the Secretary of the Interior for the purposes of the respective 
tree planting programs of the Department of Agriculture and Department of 
the Interior, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated to each Secretary 
such additional and supplemental funds as may be needed to accomplish the 
purposes of this joint resolution, and they are hereby authorized to apportion 
such additional and supplemental funds in such manner as each deems appro- 
priate to accomplish the goals of the respective programs. 


1. REQUEST OF THE CHAIRMAN FOR REPORTS 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C., May 15, 1959. 
The SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, 
Department of Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. Secretary: The Senate Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs is herewith transmitting Senate Joint Resolution 95 for your study and 
report thereon. 

This joint resolution deals with two situations, one, Federal responsibility 
toward its own lands; the other, Federal programs to aid State and private 
forestry. This committee desires that these two objectives be treated separately 
in your report and that priority be given, if necessary, to reporting on the Fed- 
eral responsibility toward its own lands. Specific information is desired on the 
costs and benefits for reforesting Federal lands as well as the best estimate pos- 
sible of the effect on our wood supply in the year 2000 if action is not taken at 
least on the Federal lands. 

It is requested that 40 copies of your report on this bill be supplied for the 
use of the committee, the subcommittee, and the staff. 

It is the hope of the committee that your report may be submitted within 30 
days, or that we be advised if any delay beyond this time period is necessary. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES BE. Murray, Chairman. 


(Identical letters directed to the Secretary of the Interior and the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget :) 


2. REPORT OF THE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
WASHINGTON, D.C., September 1, 1959. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of May 15, 1959, re- 
questing the views of the Bureau of the Budget on Senate Joint Resolution 95, 
to provide for the acceleration of the various reforestation programs of the De- 
partment of Agriculture and the Department of the Interior, and for other 
purposes. 

The resolution would make it the policy of the Congress to provide a con- 
tinuing reforestation program by accelerating and supplementing existing re 
forestation programs during the next 10 years on both Federal and non-Federal 
timberlands. Authorization is included to appropriate whatever funds are 
needed to accomplish the objective. 
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The Department of Agriculture, in a report being submitted to your com- 
mittee on Senate Joint Resolution 95, points out that it has undertaken a study 
of the proper roles of the Federal, State, and local governments and private 
owners in planting trees on small forest ownerships. This study is in accord 
with the administration’s policy to foster non-Federal participation in matters 
which should not be the sole responsibility of the Federal Government. Pending 
completion of this study, the Department of Agriculture does not favor in- 
creased Federal authorizations for tree planting on non-Federal lands. 

In addition to the above consideration, it should be pointed out that both the 
Department of Agriculture and the Department of the Interior feel that the 
resolution is not necessary, since existing authorization is adequate for Federal 
lands. Reforestation of the approximately 5 million acres of Federal land 
involved in the total of 48 million acres mentioned in the resolution as needing 
planting can proceed on a systematic basis under existing legislation. Future 
budgetary considerations, of course, will influence the rate at which reforesta- 
tion work can be accomplished. 

In view of the above, the Bureau of the Budget recommends against enactment 
of Senate Joint Resolution 95. 

Sincerely yours, 
PHIL §. HUGHES, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


3. REPORT OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C., September 28, 1959. 
Hon. JAMES EX. MURRAY, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate. 


DearR SENATOR MurRAy: This is in response to your request of May 15, 1959, 
for the views of this Department on Senate Joint Resolution 95, to provide for 
the acceleration of the various reforestation programs of the Department of 
Agriculture and the Department of the Interior, and for other purposes. 

This Department recommends that Senate Joint Resolution 95 not be en- 
acted. 

Senate Joint Resolution 95 would make it a policy of Congress to provide a 
continuing program for the reforestation of Federal, State, and private land in 
order to accomplish tree planting on 48 million acres. This would be accom- 
plished by accelerating and supplementing the existing reforestation programs 
administered by the Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of the Interior 
during the ensuing 10-year period commencing July 1, 1960. 

In order to accomplish its purposes, Senate Joint Resolution 95 would au- 
thorize appropriation of needed funds to supplement those regularly appropri- 
ated to each Secretary for his respective tree planting programs. Each Secre- 
tary would be authorized to apportion such supplemental funds as he deems 
appropriate to accomplish the goals of their programs. 

About 48 million acres of commercial forest land should be planted during 
the next 10 to 20 years in order to help supply forest products which will be 
needed by the year 2000 to meet projected demands. The need to do this is 
urgent. 

About 43 of these 48 million acres of idle and nonproductive commercial forest 
land in the Nation is on lands owned by States, local governments, and private 
parties. Substantial areas of these non-Federal holdings are being planted each 
year as a consequence of Federal, State, and local programs and private efforts, 
particularly the larger forest industries. The overall rate is insufficient, how- 
ever, if long-range production needs are to be met. Less than 1 million acres of 
commercial forest land in these non-Federal holdings were planted in 1958. 

The Department is currently reviewing State-Federal forestry programs for 
small forest ownerships. This review may have a bearing on the Department’s 
future views as to the proper roles of the State, local and Federal governments 
and private owners in planting these small forest ownerships to trees. 


54967—60 2 
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In the meantime the Department believes that the States should assume much 
greater financial responsibility for tree planting on non-Federal lands. For this 
reason, we do not at this time favor the proposed increases in Federal authoriza- 
tions for tree planting on such lands. 

On the nearly 185 million acres of national forest and associated lands ad- 
ministered by the Department, about 4.4 million acres are estimated to be in 
need of reforestation. Of this acreage, 3.9 million acres have been planned for 
reforestation during the first 10 to 15-year period of the program for the 
national forests recently recommended to Congress. 

Reforesting the 3.9 million acres of national forest and associated lands will 
cost an estimated $199 million at 1958 costs. If this acreage is planted, the 
timber production by the year 2000 will be an estimated 975 million board feet 
per year. Using today’s stumpage prices, such production would have an esti- 
mated value of about $12.7 million per year. 

The Department needs no additional legislative authority to carry out its plan 
for restocking the national forest and other lands it administers. The rate at 
which the plan can be effected, however, will necessarily depend on the overall 
financial resources of the Federal Government and its total budgetary needs and 
commitments. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. ] 

Sincerely yours, 
TRUE D. Morse, Acting Secretary. 


4, CHAIRMAN’S REQUEST FOR FURTHER INFORMATION 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.O., September 15, 1959. 
Mr. MAvrice H. Stans, 
Director, Bureau of the Budget, 
Frecutive Office of the President, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mp. Stans: I have your brief negative report on Senate Joint Resolution 
95, which was referred to this committee. I note in your reply that there are 
studies being conducted regarding tree planting on small private forest owner- 
ships. With regard to the Federal lands, you state that planting can proceed 
on a systematic basis and that budgetary considerations will influence the rate 
of tree planting. 

I wish to call to your attention a publication by the Department of Agricul- 
ture entitled “Timber Resources for America’s Future” and in particular, as an 
example, the text on pages 68 through 70 entitled “Forest Tree Planting.” Will 
you prepare for me and submit within the next 60 days a further report docu- 
menting the results to be expected under the present systematic procedure if 
tree planting is carried forward on Federal lands at the present rate. In making 
this projection you may also wish to explain the progress that will be made if 
the upward trend of the last decade or so continues into the future. In either 
event, the impact of this reforestation activity on our wood supply should be 
related to expected private and State activity and specifically to our wood needs. 
You may wish to refer to the annual report for 1957 by the Chief of the Forest 
Service, which indicates that unless the tree planting job before us is ac- 
complished in the next 10 years, our wood needs in the year 2000 will exceed 
supply. 

It is my observation that the Federal Government is lagging badly in fulfilling 
its responsibility to our Federal lands. I desire to have your views on this sit- 
uation and your thoughts on the role the Federal Government should play, both 
on its own lands and as a conservation leader. 


atc Sh Rite Ew MRIS i iS i IR 
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I would also like to be advised on why the administration has taken the posi- 
tion that Federal funds made available for tree planting on non-Federal lands 
should be decreased while a study is underway. I understand your letter to 
state that an increase is not favored pending completion of the study, but I am 
at a loss to appreciate the basis upon which fund requests have been reduced. 

It is my plan to hold hearings on this resolution and associated resource policy 
matters. I, therefore, would appreciate this request receiving careful, complete 
and prompt consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES E. Murray, Chairman. 


5. SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT OF THE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., November 238, 1959. 
Hon. JAMES E. MurrRay, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHarRMAN: This is in response to your request of September 15 
for a further report supplementing the adverse position of the Bureau of the 
Budget on Senate Joint Resolution 95, to provide for the acceleration of the 
various reforestation programs of the Department of Agriculture and the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, and for other purposes. 

You asked us to document the results which might be expected if tree plant- 
ing is carried forward on Federal lands at the present rate. The Department 
of Agriculture has advised that about 70,000 acres of Federal lands were planted 
or seeded in the fiscal year 1958. If planting continued at this level, about 80 
years would be required to plant or seed the more than 5 million acres of Federal 
lands needing jrestocking. However, during the last 5 years substantial gains 
have been made in the rate of planting Federal lands over previous periods. 
If this trend is projected from the present level, Federal lands needing restocking 
would be planted or seeded in about 40 years. 

You also requested that the projection of planting and seeding activity on 
Federal lands be related to expected private and State activity and to wood 
needs. The Department of Agriculture has advised that planting and seeding 
of private, State, and municipal forest lands reached on alltime high of 970,000 
acres in the fiscal year 1958. About 45 years would be required to plant or seed 
such deforested lands if future activity continues at the 1958 level. If planting 
proceeds at the rate established by the upward trend of the past 5 years, about 
25 years would be required to complete the job. 

If it were decided to plant 48 million acres in the next 10 years, as a measure 
to help meet the wood needs of the Nation by the year 2000, planting rates on 
lands under all ownerships would have to be stepped up substantially—about 
four times over the current accelerated trends on Federal lands and about 2% 
times on private, State, and municipal lands. To accommodate failures in plant- 
ing which can normally be expected, replanting of some areas would have to 
be planned. 

It should be emphasized that the foregoing analysis is limited to the problem 
of restocking the 48 million acres of deforested or poorly stocked commercial 
forest lands which have accumulated from the past as a result of logging, fires, 
epidemics of insects and diseases, and other causes. The analysis does not 
include the substantial Federal activity under the Knutson-Vandenberg Act 
(46 Stat. 527) in planting areas currently being logged in the national forests, 
nor the planting of trees instead of other agricultural crops under the soil bank 
conservation reserve program. Nearly 500,000 acres are planted yearly under 
these programs. 

The Bureau of the Budget recognizes the need for a reforestation program 
for Federal lands, but it likewise recognizes the importance of maintaining the 
fiscal affairs of the Federal Government on a sound basis. The Bureau, there- 
fore, believes that the rate of acceleration of a reforestation program must be 
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dependent on overall budgetary considerations and the relative urgency of the 
needs of other programs requiring the expenditure of Federal funds. In our 
letter of September 1, 1959, to your committee, we pointed out that both the 
Department of Agriculture and thé Department of the Interior believe that 
existing authorization is adequate and that Senate Joint Resolution 95 is not 
needed for Federal lands. 

In our letter of September 1, 1959, we also recommended against enactment 
of the resolution because the Department of Agriculture is studying the roles 
which the Federal, State, and local governments and private owners need to take 
to assure needed planting of trees on small non-Federal forest ownerships. This 
is a comprehensive, long-term review of the small ownership reforestation prob- 
lem. The Department’s present position is that the States should provide an 
increasing share of the cost of the reforestation effort on non-Federal lands 
and we concur in this position. In the event that this review should indicate 
the desirability of a change in this position, you may be assured that the Bureau 
of the Budget will give consideration, within the budgetary context discussed 
above, to any budgetary recommendations growing out of review. The Bureau 
subscribes fully to the concept of an equitable sharing of the cost of programs 
benefiting various segments of our economy. 

Sincerely yours, 
Maurice H. Stans, Director. 


6. CHAIRMAN’S REQUEST FOR FURTHER INFORMATION 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C., December 18, 1959. 
Mr. Maurice H. Stans, 
Director, Bureau of the Budget, 
Executive Office of the President, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Stans: Thank you for your further report on Senate Joint Resolu- 
tion 95, which comes closer to the heart of the issue than your previous adverse 
report. 

You now show that there is a possibility that the period required to plant 
¥ederal lands may be reduced from 80 to 40 years, if planting proceeds at the 
rate of the past 5 years. Will you advise me on the rate for the various Federal 
lands? Will you also advise me on whether the fiscal years 1959, 1960, and 
1961 budget expectations make it reasonable to protect the trend of 1953-58? 

On the private lands you show a much faster rate of accomplishment. I 
wonder whether this data, which is on a national basis, is substantiated when 
activities in the several States and on various types of private ownerships are 
considered individually. 

Sketchy information available to me leads to the conclusion that the rate is 
not uniform and that extremely encouraging activities in certain sectors cannot 
be translated into national results. For example, a large and active reforesta- 
tion program on forest industry holdings may not affect farm and nonindustrial 
holdings. Similarly, an active program in one State, affecting all ownerships, 
will be effective only in that State. 

To utilize this data to establish a national result may mask the difficult 
problem areas requiring attention. 

It would be appreciated if you would reexamine the premises upon which you 
base the new trend estimates of time to complete tree planting and advise me 
whether I have any cause for concern. A reply which reaches me in late 
January 1960 would be satisfactory. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES FE. Murray, Chairman. 
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7. CHAIRMAN’S REQUEST FOR FURTHER INFORMATION 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C., December 18, 1959. 
Mr. RicHarp FE. McARDLE, 
Chief, U.S. Forest Service, 
Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. MCARDLE: Will you furnish me factual tables setting forth the fol- 
lowing information on reforestation for the various Federal, State, county, and 
private commercial forest lands. The data should be by States in the manner 
found in “Timber for America’s Future,” table 19, page 548. 

1. The number of years it will take to complete the reforestation on each 
ownership category, if planting continues at the level reached in fiscal year 1958. 

2. The number of years it will take to complete reforestation on each owner- 
ship if planting continues at the rate established by the upward trend of the 
past 5 years. 

Please provide appropriate averages for each region and the Nation, which 
will coincide with table 19 referred to above. 

Your cooperation is appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES BE. Murray, Chairman. 


8. SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT OF THE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., February 12, 1960. 


Hon. JAMES E. Murray, ; 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, U.S. Senate, Washing- 


ton, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your letter of December 18, 
1959, relating to our previous reports on Senate Joint Resolution 95, and request- 
ing information on planting trends on private forest lands and for each of the 
various Federal ownerships comparable to information previously furnished 
on Federal lands as a whole. 

In line with your request, we have again reviewed the tree-planting situation 
on Federal and non-Federal lands. You will note from the enclosed table 1 that 
the total 1953 plantable acreage in the national forests was 4.6 million acres 
and that only 26,500 acres were actually planted in 1958, requiring a total of 
172 years to complete the job at the 1958 rate. However, within existing budg- 
etary policy, the administration has recommended funds in the 1961 budget to 
continue implementation of the program for the national forests, which was 
transmitted to the Congress by Secretary Benson in March 1959. One of the 
major elements of this program is the seeding or planting of the nonstocked or 
poorly stocked plantable lands in the national forests. Progress in the seeding 
or planting of these lands is being made, and we are assured by the Department 
of Agriculture that if the upward trend in planting over the past 5 years is 
continued the 1958 backlog of about 4% million acres of plantable area on the 
national forests can actually he accomplished in about 40 to 45 years. This 
excludes work done under the Knutson-Vandenburg Act (46 Stat. 527) in plant- 
ing areas currently being logged. 

On Bureau of Land Management and Indian lands, the 1958 backlog of plant- 
able area amounts to about 417,000 acres. If planting trends of the last 5 
years continue, it appears that this backlog can be completed in about 13 years. 

Planting on the many categories of land included in other Federal shows only 
a slight upward trend during the 5-year period 1954 to 1958, inclusive. A pro- 
jection of this trend indicates that the 1958 backlog of about 520,000 acres of 
needed planting can be completed in approximately 30 years. 
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The above projections of accomplishment assume that planting will be largely 
on land classed as plantable in the U.S. Forest Service report on “Timber Re 
sources for America’s Future.” - 

You asked whether the fiscal years 1959, 1960, and 1961 budget expectations 
make it reasonable to project the trend of 1953-58. Planting reports for fiscal 
year 1959 show an increase in all three categories of Federal land substantially 
in excess of the calculated trend. Funds available in 1960 and proposed for 
1961 are likewise expected to result in plantings in excess of this trend. 

You are correct in surmising that national averages are not necessarily repre- 
sentative of the particular rates of planting in the several States and under the 
various types of non-Federal ownership. This is brought out in the enclosed 
State-by-State tabulation (table 2) furnished by the Department of Agriculture 
covering rates of accomplishment on non-Federal lands. 

We trust that the above information, plus the more detailed information which 
we understand the Forest Service has provided on this subject, will provide your 
committee with a basis for completing your evaluation of the national reforesta- 
tion effort. 

Sincerely yours, 
Maovrice H. Stans, Director. 


9. SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT OF THE FoREST SERVICE 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Forest SERVICE, 
Washington, D.C., January 29, 1960. 
Hon. JAMEs E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, U.S. Senate. 


Dear SENATOR Murray: This is in further reply to your letter of December 18 
requesting information on reforestation for State, private, and various classes 
of Federal commercial forest land. 

As mentioned in our acknowledgment of December 24, item 2 of your original 
request has been omitted on advice of Mr. Robert Wolf of your staff. Mr. Wolf 
advised also that for the individual States it would be acceptable to supply the 
information requested in item 1 of your letter basing it on plantable area as of 
January 1953 and rate of planting in 1958. However, it was suggested that for 
the national totals we supply information both on the basis of plantable area 
as of 1953 and as of 1958. 

The statistics on plantable area are those shown in table 19, page 543 of 
“Timber for America’s Future.” Acreage planted is taken from annual planting 
statistics published by U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, “Report 
of Forest and Windbarrier Planting in the United States.” It will be noted that 
plantable area under Department of the Interior in the attached table relates 
to Bureau of Land Management and Indian lands; while acreage planted in- 
cludes an addition to BLM and Indian lands about 350 acres planted on lands 
administered by the Fish and Wildlife Service. The distribution of this planting 
is shown in a footnote to table 1. 

The attached tables show the acreage of commercial forest land in need of 
planting as of January 1, 1953, by States for national forests, Department of the 
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Interior (Bureau of Land Management and Indian lands), other Federal, State 
and municipal, and private. It also shows the acreage planted in each State 
for each class of land in fiscal year 1958 and the number of years required at 
the fiscal year 1958 rate to plant the acreage reported in need of planting. 

Based on planting reported since January 1, 1953, the acreage of commercial 
forest land remaining to be planted as of July 1, 1958, by classes of ownership 
and the years required to plant this land at the 1958 rate and at the trend rate 
(assuming the upward trend in planting over the past 5 years is continued from 
the present level) is estimated as follows: 


Years required to plant— 
Plantable 
July 1, 1958 


At 1958 rate | At trend rate 


National forests 
BLM and Indian 
Other Federal 

State and municipal 
Private 


Additional plantings would have to be planned to accommodate failure in 
planting which can normally be expected and additions to the plantable area by 
fires, pests, and clear cutting which in many cases require replanting or seeding 
to continue the land in production. In calculating accomplishments in reducing 
the backlog of plantable area, work done under the Knutson-Vandenberg Act 
(46 Stat. 527) in planting areas currently being logged in the national forests are 
not included. The acreage planted under the soil bank conservation reserve 
program has also been excluded because this type of land is not included in the 
plantable acreage fizure. 

Mr. Wolf indicated that you would like to have the figures for the Department 
of the Interior land in Montana shown separately for the Bureau of Land 
Management and the Indian Service. The plantable acreage of Bureau of Land 
Management commercial forest land in Montana was estimated in the Timber 
Resource Review at 4,000 acres on January 1, 1953. For Indian land this 
figure was 31,000 acres. Since that date, 9 acres of Department of the Interior 
land in Montana is reported to have been planted. 

You realize, of course, that the Department of Agriculture is not the author- 
itative source with respect to information regarding activities in the Department 
of the Interior. Since your request and subsequent phone conversation with 
Mr. Wolf specifically included coverage of Department of the Interior lands, 
we have supplied you such information as is available to us from the Timber 
Resource Review and subsequent reports. A copy of this letter is being for- 
warded to the Department of the Interior in the thought that if the figures 
are erroneous for that Department, they may wish to correct them. 

Sincerely yours, 
RicHarp E. McARpDLeE, Chief. 
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10. LETTER FROM SENATOR MURRAY TO THE ForEST SERVICE 


i U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C., February 11, 1960. 
Dr. RicHarp E. McARDLE, 
Chief, Forest Service, 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak Dr. MCARDLE: Thank you for your letter of January 29 enclosing further 
information on the status of governmental and nongovernmental reforesta- 
tion activities. 

I am extremely disappointed at the rate of progress being made in replant- 
ing national forest land, and I am amazed that under these circumstances the 
administration not only opposes ‘Senate Joint Resolution 95 but also fails to 
seek needed funds in the budget. 

I am hopeful that this Congress will correct this deplorable situation. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES E. MurRRAy, 
Chairman. 


11. REPORT OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., April 21, 1960. 
Hon. JAMES BE. MurRRAY, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MuRRAY: This is in reply to your request for the views of this 
Department on Senate Joint Resolution 95, to provide for the acceleration of the 
various reforestation programs of the Department of Agriculture and the De- 
partment of the Interior, and for other purposes. 

We would not object to the enactment of this joint resolution. 

The preamble to Senate Joint Resolution 95 makes various statements about 
the forest and timber situation in the United States. The commercial forest 
land in the country, in Federal, State, and private ownership totals 488,609,000 
acres. There are 48 million acres of Federal, State, and private land which 
must be planted in order that the increased need for timber in A.D. 2000, esti- 
mated at 22 billion cubic feet, as compared with the present use of 13 billion 
cubic feet, may be met. In the fiscal year 1958 only 70,000 acres of Federal 
land, 70,000 acres of State land, and 900,000 acres of privately owned land were 
planted out of the whole 48 million acres. Therefore, the preamble points out 
that the planting of additional acreage in trees must be accelerated. Though the 
Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture have authority under a number of 
statutes by which they may provide for the planting of trees, the purpose of 
Senate Joint Resolution 95 is to accelerate and supplement those authoriza- 
tions. Section 1 would declare it to be the policy of the Congress to provide 
a continued program for the reforestation of Federal, State, and private land 
by accelerating and supplementing the existing reforestation programs adminis 
tered by the two Secretaries during the 10-year period immediately subsequent 
to July 1, 1960. Section 2 would authorize the appropriation to each of the 
two Secretaries, in addition to regular appropriations for the purposes of their 
respective tree planting programs, such additional and supplemental funds as 
needed to carry out the purposes of Senate Joint Resolution 95. The two Secre- 
taries would be directed to apportion the additional and supplemental funds in 
such a manner as each deems appropriate to accomplish the desired goals. 

While we are not opposed to Senate Joint Resolution 95, this Department is. 
generally speaking, unaware of any pressing need for this legislation. In its 
management of Federal lands, this: Department does manage substantial areas 
of forested land, but in many the value of the land for timber is incidential, and 
the lands would not be directly affected by Senate Joint Resolution 95. This 
includes land for wildlife purposes, land for park purposes, and the like. Where 
we do have forest lands maintained as forest lands, e.g., the Oregon and Cali- 
fornia Railroad grant lands, the Department’s needs seem generally to be met 





ACCELERATION OF THE REFORESTATION PROGRAMS 17 


py existing laws. Whether or not the Department of Agriculture is interested 
in additional and supplemental funds we do not, of course, know. 

We wonder if Senate Joint Resolution 95 is meant to apply to Indian lands. 
The fifth clause of the preamble states that there are 5,600,000 acres of “Fed- 
eral” land in need of planting. Table 157, of Forest Resource Report No. 14, 
“Timber Resources for America’s Future,” shows 5,617,000 acres of plantable 
Federal forest lands, including 210,000 acres classified as Indian land. Appar- 
ently, therefore, the “Federal” lands referred to in the resolution include 
Indian trust lands. 

If it is intended that planting on Indian tribal and allotted lands may be 
accomplished with gratuity appropriations, this fact should be made clear in 
the resolution. We are unaware of any existing legislation which generally 
authorizes the expenditure of Federal funds for forest planting on allotted 
Indian lands. Therefore, it appears that a special reference to the status of 
Indian trust lands would be appropriate in the resolution if the intent is to 
authorize the expenditure of Federal funds on Indian lands. 

Since we have received a similar request for our views on Senate Joint Reso- 
lution 95 from Senator Ellender, chairman of the Senate Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry, we have sent him a report identical to this. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the 
submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


The CuHarrman. Senator Morse wishes to take a minute to address 
the subcommittee. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WAYNE MORSE, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF OREGON 


Senator Morsr. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
I have two other meetings to which I must go. I am chairman of 
a roundtable on the Interparliamentary Canadian-United States Con- 
ference, and immediately following going there I have to go to Balti- 
more. Therefore, I appreciate being heard at this time. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, it gives me great 
pleasure to appear before you today in support of Senate Joint Reso- 
lution 95, because in so doing I feel I am supporting a resolution that 
is decidedly in the public interest. Senate Joint Resolution 95 repre- 
sents an effort on the part of the Congress to express its concern, on 
behalf of Americans of this and future generations, for a program of 
reforestation geared to national requirements. 

The bill sets forth various statements of fact and points out that 
there are now in existence adequate legislative authorizations for ob- 
taining reforestation funds. It suggests that these authorizations be 
accelerated and supplemented. 

What has happened to the reforestation program in the last several 
years under the Eisenhower administration ? 


PRIVATE LANDS 


Tree planting aid to small woodland owners under the Clarke- 
McNary Act has been allowed to wither. To meet reforestation needs 
on private lands held by small owners, the Congress increased the 
Federal authorization in 1949. The amount provided by the Federal 
Government was to be matched by the States. The amount of $1 mil- 
lion was authorized for 1950, $1.5 million for 1951, $2 million for 1952, 
and $2.5 million thereafter. 
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_ Task that there be included in the record at this point a table show- 
ing the Federal performance since 1950 under the Clarke-McNary 
Act over a 12-year —— s 
The Cuarrman. That will be made a part of the record at this point. 
(The table referred to follows :) 





Requested by | Requested by 
Authorized Forest Service | Agriculture President’s Appropriated 





under Clarke- | to Agriculture | Department budget by Congress 
McNary Act | Department to Bureau request 
Budget 
$1, 000, 000 $683, 700 $174, 850 $124, 600 $224, 600 
1, 500, 000 , 500, 1, 500, 000 1, 074, 600 449, 200 
2, 000, 000 2, 005, 000 447, 061 447, 061 447, 061 
2, 500, 000 447,061 447, 061 447, 061 447,061 
2, 500, 000 647, 061 447, 061 447, 061 447, 061 
2, 500, 000 697, 0 447, 061 
2, 500, 000 647, 061 447, 061 447, 061 500, 000 
2, 500, 000 505, 000 505, 505 1, 000, 000 
2, 500, 000 1, 508, 500 1, 038, 500 1, 308, 000 1, 308, 000 
2, 500, 000 1, 308, 000 1, 308, 000 258, 783, 000 
2, 500, 000 1, 317, 000 792, 000 290, 000 290, 000 
2, 500, 000 1,001, 000 291, 000 291, 000 1 291, 000 








1 Senate action. 


Senator Morss. This table shows quite well how Congress has taken 
the initiative in providing increases and indicates that the Eisenhower 
administration has sponsored cuts in many of these years. In fiscal 
1955, the Eisenhower administration wanted to eliminate this pro- 
gram. By 1958 it was seeking record funds, but in 1959 it again 
wanted to curtail reforestation. It also shows that, while in fiscal 
1950 the Congress boosted funds, it turned around the next year and 
cut back a much larger Truman administration request. 

There has been a disconcerting lack of consistency in Executive 
and congressional action in this field, particularly in the face of a 
very clear authorization mandate. 

Senste Joint Resolution 95 should help achieve a fuller understand- 
eer unity of purpose. 

his administration now says it wants to study what ought to be 
done to reforest small private woodlands. But while it studies it cuts 
funds. This is like bleeding the patient to cure him—a medical treat- 
ment now outmoded and renowned for its ill effects. 

Tree planting on industrial forest lands is moving forward at a 
commendable rate. The problem on the small private woodlands, 
some 35 million acres, persists and grows more acute. 


FEDERAL LANDS 


Senate Joint Resolution 95 would direct the attention of the Fed- 
eral Government particularly to its own lands by according their 
reforestation the highest priority. Let me quote an interesting state- 
ment: 

During recent years, there has been a growing realization that ownership of 
land carries with it certain responsibilities as well as privileges. 

We have received the world as an inheritance, said the French philosopher, 


Joseph Joubert. None of us has a right to damage it, and everyone has the 
duty to leave it in an improved condition. 
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Whether owned collectively by the public or individually by private owners, 
forests are a resource of importance to the whole of society. They support 
major industries and provide employment and income for millions of people. 
They furnish the raw material for thousands of commodities that contribute 
to our standard of living. They help to safeguard vital water supplies and pre- 
vent disastrous floods. They have recreational and asthetic values that are 

riceless. 

. In the national interest—and for the long-term interest of individual owners— 
our forest resources must be maintained. They are needed now, and they will 
be needed in the future. Our generation has an obligation to the next, to use its 
resources wisely and not hand our children a depleted, wornout country. 

Forest land ownership thus carries with it not only the privilege of using the 
products of the land for the owner’s own welfare, but also the responsibility of 
making the land do its full share in the production of a nationally needed re- 
source. It carries the responsibility of keeping the land permanently productive. 
While we safeguard the privilege, we must make sure the responsibility is met. 

The right to own and use private property is one of the fundamentals of our 
democratic system. We Americans cherish this right. We cherish the oppor- 
tunity for individual initiative and enterprise in the development and use of 
our property. It is one of the things that has made our Nation a great one 
and a good one to livein. It is part of the American way. 

Our problem, then, is to safeguard individual enterprise in the use of natural 
resources and at the same time protect the public interest in those resources. 

This may not be easy. It must be done if our Nation is to continue healthy 
and strong. 

These are the words of the Chief of the Forest Service in his 1950 
annual report ; these are the words of Lyle Watts, now a leading citizen 
of my State of Oregon. 

I add for emphasis the words, “Everyone has the duty to leave 
[this world] in an improved condition.” Ce! : 

This administration has failed in its responsibility for our public 
lands, 

During this administration tree plaiting to build up deforested 
acres has dropped to about one-half of that which was done in the 
forties and about one-fourth of what was done in the thirties. 

These facts were well documented by the junior Senator from Mon- 
tana on the floor of the Senate on April 20. I need not go further 
to establish the facts. I believe that Senator Mansfield’s excellent 
statement should be a part of the hearing record and I ask that it be 
included at the close of my remarks. 

Last week there was a picture in the papers showing the Vice Presi- 
dent planting a tree in his yard. He was faultlessly clothed, in attire 
that included a white shirt and tie. The tree was neatly burlaped 
and in its hole. Mr. Nixon was shown deftly depositing small shovel- 
fuls of dirt around the young tree. ae 

This was a perfect picture of this administration in action. White 
shirt, tie on, sleeves not rolled up, faultlessly clothed for office work, 
or for study—this is the pose this administration adopts on issue after 
issue, A real tree planter would be in khaki or blue jeans, boots on 
and sleeves rolled up. Certainly he would not be shown gently 
tossing dirt in a hole someone else dug. 

Last year the Eisenhower-Nixon-Benson administration presented 
Congress with a “Program for the National Forests.” This report 
was eloquent in the best Madison Avenue fashion. The administra- 
tion said, with detached objectivity, that over the next 12 years some- 
one ought to invest $375 million to reforest 3.9 million acres of na- 
tional forest and perform stand improvement. The administration 
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also suggested that in 1961 someone ought to spend $5.7 million for 
this work—about double the present funds. 

But when the administration’s budget for 1961 came to the Con- 
gress there wasn’t one cent more for this vital work on our Federal 
forests. What had happened? The reforestation program had been 
allowed to die like seedlings exposed to the killing sun by a careless 
planter—or one in a white shirt and tie too busy with his studies to 
get a little clean dirt on his hands. 

On the floor of the Senate when the appropriations bill for 1961 
was passed I presented a box score of the Eisenhower-Nixon-Benson 
administration record on its own program. I gave the administra- 
tion a score of 60 percent on reforestation, but I find that this was 
unduly high. I want to correct the record. The administration got 
only a grade of 814 percent on reforestation if it is properly graded. 
I was unaware that the Senator from Wyoming, Mr. McGee, had 
made the administration take a test and score itself during the Senate 
hearings on the appropriations bill. 

The remarkable thing about the two tests is that whether you look 
at the relation between reforestation funds and the 1961 budget—or 
measure the record against the overall reforestation needs in the 
“Program for the National Forest”—reforestation is at the bottom 
of the list and soil and water management is second from the bottom. 

Now what other programs are more basic to national resource con- 
servation? There are none. This administration flunks both tests 
and flunks them badly. Its grade is F; not a conditional C or D, a 
plain unvarnished F. 

I urge that this committee find out who is responsible for this situ- 
ation. I also urge this committee not to let the politicians bring the 
Chief of the Forest Service up here and try to pin the blame on him. 

Let me make the record clear. I would like to have included in the 
record at this point the budget history on this program. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


Forest Depart- 
Service ment’s | President’s| Appropri- 
request to | request to | request to ated by 
Agriculture} Bud Congress Congress 
Department 


1 


58, 000 
4 


1 
2 
2 
3 
3 
5 


’ 14, 000 
” 162, 000 
” 455, 000 
1 5, 755, 000 


1 Senate action—Bill in conference. 


Senator Morsr. The primary erosion of the Forest Service refores- 
tation fund request occurred right in the Department of Agriculture. 
In only 3 years did the Bureau of the Budget slice off funds, and then 
the cuts were minor, a mere $600 in 1958; $29,000 in 1959; $42,000 
in 1960. This last year, the Department sliced as much as $2.3 mil- 
lion from the request the Forest Service submitted to it. I find this 
deeply disconcerting because the Assistant Secretary in charge of the 
Forest Service is from Oregon. 
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In my own State of Oregon, we have a situation which I would 
like to discuss for a moment. On the O. & C. lands administered by 
the Department of the Interior, there exists a fair but favorable ar- 
rangement on payments in lieu of taxes. Our counties recognize the 
need for access roads and reforestation. They are investing a sub- 
stantial amount of their money in both jobs. In 1958 alone on these 
O. & C. lands more acres were reforested than on the entire national 
forest system. The O. & C. record was 27,500 acres, the national 
forest record 26,500. 

Our county judges and commissioners, 54 men in 18 counties, have 
agreed that this is a vital investment. It means productive forests 
and protected watersheds. By 1967 the O. & C. lands will be refor- 
ested. The national forest in Oregon will not be reforested until the 
year 2260 at the rate the Department wants to proceed. 

We hear a lot from this administration about local government 
living up to its responsibilities. The Oregonian who is the Assistant 
Secretary of Agriculture certainly should know what our local gov- 


} ernment units are doing to go beyond their responsibilities. If he 
} can’t sell his administration on the wisdom of matching this record, 
} State by State, he and his administration are in a most unenviable 
} position. 
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If the Oregonian who is Assistant Secretary of Agriculture doesn’t 
have the capability of selling the administration on matching the 
Oregon counties’ record of doing the job in 7 years, he should con- 
sider trying for the State level of accomplishment. My State of 
Oregon will reforest its lands in 14 years. Or if an even more 
modest accomplishment were in order, he could fall back on what 
private enterprise is doing in Oregon and try to complete the na- 
tional forest job in 20 years. But no—it will take 300 years to do the 
job for the national forests at the rate we are going. 

I rest my case for Senate Joint Resolution 95 on the record. The 
job on private and State lands across the Nation is not being done as 
rapidly as it should be. The record in Federal lands and particularly 


) in the national forests is one of dismal failure to meet the challenge. 


Senate Joint Resolution 95 will focus attention on the need, and I 
hope that it will serve to assure that the next administration gives 
this problem the attention it deserves. For this reason I urge favor- 
able action now on this important resolution. 

I would like to close by congratulating the chairman, Mr. Murray, 


) for the distinguished service he has given to the cause of conservation. 


He was the keyman in obtaining Senate approval of the full amount 
this year for each and every element in the program for the national 
forests. He has always been a pillar of strength and a leader with 
wisdom in all work for the true conservation of our natural resources. 

Mr. Chairman, I personally want to thank the chairman of this 


| committee for his great record over his years of wonderful service 


in the Senate in this whole matter of conservation. 

Although I do not say it in my prepared statement, I want to add 
this observation to my prepared statement: We must never forget 
the direct relationship between maintaining the forests of this country 
and protecting our water supply. 

Mr. Chairman, I am aghast at the growing thoughtlessness of the 
American people. After all, as long as the American people are 


54967—_60—4 
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thoughtless about this, I am afraid that our leaders are going to be 
somewhat derelict in their duty in connection with this matter of water 
conservation. : 

There sits with me in this hearing room this morning the other 
Senator from Montana, Mr. Mansfield. Both of you gentlemen from 
Montana, as well as the Senator from Alaska, Mr. Gruening, know 
whereof I speak when I raise my voice once again, as I shall continue 
to do many times so long as I sit in the Senate, to try to warn the 
American people that we had better protect our water supply before 
it is too late. If we do not do it, we are not going to leave an adequate 
water supply to those boys and girls that live in this country in the 
year 2000—and that is not so long away. By the year 2000, the 
population experts are telling us, we will have 300 million people liv- 
ing in the United States. We will have more than twice the popula- 
tion we have at the present time. 

Our water experts are asking the question, where are we going to 
get the water from? Take the Capital City area. Where are you 
going to get pure water in the District of Columbia by the year 2000 
if we do not drastically change the course of action we are now taking 
when we have the filthiest river in the country running through the 
District of Columbia. 

Senator Gruenine. How are we going to get pure water when 
the President vetoes an antipollution bill? 

Senator Morsr. You took the words out of my mouth. 

I want to point out that we we are dealing with this problem of 
reforestation, we are dealing with a part of the water pollution control, 
too, but only a part of it. We have to proceed to get the people 
aroused so they will elect leaders who are going to give us the anti- 
pollution control legislation we need, rather than to be confronted 
with the kind of veto we just suffered in connection with a very much 
needed antipollution control bill. 

I wanted to mention this matter of water conservation, Mr. Chair- 
man, because I think there is a tendency for us to think in terms of 
sort of a segmenting of our problems in this whole field of natural 
resources. Too frequently we do not see the interrelationship between 
forests and water, and water and forests. We do not see the inter- 
relationship between a conservation program in one branch of our 
natural resources and its effect on all other segments of it. 

So when I make this plea for what I think ought to be a crash 
program in regard to reforestation for the benefit of those boys and 
girls that will live in the year 2000—which is just tomorrow, in point 
of time, Mr. Chairman—I not only am urging the development of 
a forestry program that will give them the lumber and the fiber of 
the wood products that are needed, but I am also fighting, Mr. 
Chairman, for the conservation of water supply, too. 

Do I have to cite very many examples? All you have to do is look 
at China and to read your history and recognize what started the 
decline of the greatest civilization on the face of the earth for cen- 
turies, which China was. When the Chinese people let their moun- 
tains be mowed down as far as their forest covering was concerned, 
when the Chinese people failed to protect their water supply and 
let the great erosion program sweep over China, when the Chinese 
people stopped protecting the purity of their water, the Chinese 
civilization started to fall. 
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It is a truism, interestingly enough, Mr. Chairman, that civiliza- 
tions do not rise on falling water tables. When this committee comes 
to grips, as I am sure you will, with this problem of reforestation 
in this year in this matter of appropriations for adequate reforesta- 
tion, you are not only dealing with the matter of protecting the 
future timber supply in the United States and protecting areas where 
boys and girls of 50, 75, and 100 years to come will have some great 
recreational centers to go to, but you are also protecting their water 


supply. 

Hee we can get America awakened quickly enough, I do not know, 
unless a few of us, Mr. Chairman, are willing to run all the risks 
that some of us do when we say there is no justification to argue for 
a balanced budget at the cost of an unbalanced natural resources 
program for future generations of American boys and girls. 

With that statement, I conclude my remarks and thank you very 
much for your courtesy. Unless you have questions, I shall go. 

The Cuarmman. Thank you for your very able statement. We 
appreciate your appearance here this morning. , 

(The remarks of Senator Mansfield from the Congressional Record 
of Apr. 20, 1960, referred to by Senator Morse, are as follows:) 


Our UNBALANCED FoREST BUDGET 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it was the hope of the Senator from New 
Mexico, Mr. Anderson, and myself that it would be possible for us to join to- 
gether in a speech on the reforestation needs of our Nation. It was not possible 
for us to arrange to obtain the floor during the past few days and now the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico has gone to his State for an extended period. Before 
leaving he suggested that I combine the thoughts we intended to express and 
speak for him as well as for myself. 

This is a task, this is a challenge, and this is a responsibility I feel honored 
to discharge because I look upon the Senator from New Mexico as one of the 
Nation’s truly outstanding conservationists. It is no accident of the alphabet 
that his name appears ahead of mine on the 1949 Anderson-Mansfield Reforesta- 
tion and Revegetation Act. Clinton P. Anderson knew what the problem was 
from his wartime experience as Secretary of Agriculture. He had the vision 
to see that we should reforest the 4 million acres of national forest needing this 
beneficial treatment by 1965. He developed a bill to meet this challenge. I 
was a willing and honored cosponsor. If we had proceeded under the Anderson 
schedule, we would now have almost completed the reforestation of the national 
forests. Clearly then, Clinton P. Anderson saw exactly what must be done to 
protect our forest resources. 

Today, mainly because the present administration has turned its back upon 
implementing a well-reasoned law, we have a greater need for national forest 
reforestation than existed 10 years ago. 

There is extreme doubt in my mind that the issues which are involved have 
ever even received the President’s personal attention. These denuded forests 
are failing to produce the timber they should. They are not serving our water- 
shed needs. They are a blight in our national forests. This condition could 
exist only in an administration which evades the responsibilities of the second 
half of the 20th century. 

This failure to meet our resource responsibilities is the work of small minds. 
It comes from ignorance of need and a lack of faith in ability. I refuse to 
accept the premise that our Nation is so poor that it cannot replant its public 
forests, I cannot believe that the Federal Government is unable to provide 
sufficient funds for the national forests to surpass the planting efforts of any 
Single private concern. 

Our forest budget is badly out of balance. Today over 4% million acres of 
the national forests require reforestation. Since the creation of the national 
forests, only 2,002,956 acres have been planted and of this amount 1% million 
acres, or over 80 percent, occurred during the Roosevelt-Truman eras. 

The record achievements in tree planting occurred during Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt’s administration—in only 1 year alone over 223,000 acres were planted. 
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In 7 years of F.D.R.’s administration, tree planting averaged 160,000 acres each 
year. The good progress that we were making as a nation was stopped by 
World War II and, subsequently, though tree planting activities picked up after 
this war, they fell off somewhat when Korea came along. 

During the last 7 years, the Eisenhower administration has failed to meet 
its responsibilities. In only 1 year, 1959, has it managed to do more to reduce 
the backlog of national forest areas needing reforestation than did Hoover dur- 
ing his administration. As a matter of fact, the Eisenhower administration’s 
record shows less accomplishment than the Hoover administration and less than 
one third the annual accomplishment of the Roosevelt administration. This ad- 
ministration has totally ignored the authorization provided by the Anderson- 
Mansfield Act. Until the 84th Congress proceeded to correct the situation, the 
administration succeeded in cutting tree planting activities to about one-half of 
that in effect under the Truman administration. Since 1954, Congress has pro- 
vided approximately one-third more in funds for reforestation than the budget 
requests submitted by the administration. The funds authorized by the Ander- 
son-Mansfield Act would have totaled $73 million through fiscal year 1959, but 
during this period approximately $15 million has been appropriated. This isa 
scant 20 percent of authorized needs. 

Last year the administration submitted its program for the national forests. 
It envisioned expending $375 million for reforestation and stand improvement. 
This year’s budget request was for a mere 844 percent of the maximum amount 
needed annually. To carry the program on at the required level would involve 
adding $3714 million to the Forest Service budget. At the rate we are proceed- 
ing, we are not even holding our own in achieving needed reforestation. 

Since 1906 almost 22 million acres of national forest lands have been burned 
by forest fires. In the decade just past we have burned an average of close to 
200,000 acres annually while we have planted trees on an average of but 22,900 
acres annually. Not every acre that is burned must be replanted, but we are 
burning annually 10 times as many acres as we are planting, and even after 
accounting for all the possibilities under the Knutson-Vandenberg Act, it is 
evident that our rate of reforestation is below the rate of depletion. 

The problem is not solely on Federal lands—what we need are programs 
effective everywhere. In 1958 Dr. Richard McArdle, Chief of the Forest Service, 
said in his annual report: 

“Within the next 10 years 48 billion trees need to be planted, mainly on small 
ownerships, if the wood requirements of a larger population are to be met by 
the year 2000.” 

The Federal Government’s direct responsibility extends to 5.4 million acres. 
States and local governments have a direct responsibility for 2.3 million acres, 
but the great bulk of our reforestation need, 43.6 million acres, is on private 
lands and by far the greatest portion is in small private ownerships where virtu- 
ally nothing is being done. Representative of this troublesome fact is that in 
1958 alone, when 908,000 acres of private land were planted, a mere 27 companies 
accounted for 380,000 acres of the planting, or over 40 percent of all the work 
done on private land. But these companies own only a small portion of the 
Nation’s private timberlands. Reforestation is moving ahead rapidly on in- 
dustrial private holdings, but it is lacking badly on the Federal lands and on 
small private woodlands. 

The Chief of the Forest Service set forth his views before the Senate Appro- 
priations Committee and I shall let his testimony speak for itself: 

“T am very unhappy with the progress that we are making in reforesting the 
more than 4 million acres in the national forest system which should be planted. 
They are not producing the timber they could produce. They are not serving 
as effective watersheds. They are not serving recreational purposes. They 
are not serving the public in any way that they should. 

“We have this enormous backlog of a large area needing planting to make it 
productive. It is not going to become productive by itself. Man is going to 
have to help it. 

“Added to that backlog every year are additional areas where fires denude 
the forests, or where logging takes place and restocking of the cutover areas 
is not obtained promptly through natural means. So, actually, we are not even 
keeping abreast of our situation, but falling behind. 

“Senator McGee. The program is getting behind rather than gaining. 

“Mr. McArpte. This is not the kind of statement I would like to make to you, 
Senator, or to this committee; but you asked me my opinion, and I am telling 
it to you frankly.” 
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The Chief of the Forest Service said he did not want to make the type of 
statement he did, but his opinion was sought and he gave it frankly and hon- 
estly. I shall let the record speak on why this condition exists: 

“Senator McGer. I know you do not draw up the national budget. Did you 
submit a budget for this Department? 

“Mr. Pererson. A budget was submitted for the Department. 

“Senator McGee. And what request did the Department make for reforesta- 
tion? 

“Mr. Peterson. As I recall the Department’s request, the Department did not 
ask an increase for this item. 

“Senator McGee. The Department did not in itself make the request for an 
increase? 

“Mr. Peterson. That is the information I have. I believe that is correct. 

“Senator McGrr. The Department was mindful we were not even keeping pace 
with the need in this area? 

“Mr. PETERSON. Entirely so; yes, sir. 

“Senator McGee. The Department would take this responsibility then for 
neglecting the development of this resource 

“Mr. Pererson. No; I do not accept that for the Department. The Department, 
of course, like all other agencies of the Government, gets its budgetary policies 
from the Bureau of the Budget as to the total funds available. 

“Senator McGee. Before your requests were prepared you had them submitted 
a ceiling beneath which you had to stay, on all of your total expenses? 

“Mr. Peterson. That is right. 

“Senator McGer. If it were not for the ceiling imposed, the Department would 
have a larger request? 

“Mr. PETERSON. Most assuredly.” 

Last year a number of us joined together to introduce Senate Joint Resolution 
95, which was designed to urge acceleration of our reforestation program. This 
resolution has had the complete opposition of the Bureau of the Budget. The 
Bureau of the Budget favors more study, as though this in itself were a solution 
to the problem that small woodland owners face. It is my view that we have 
studied long enough. But, in addition, we also know that the administration 
has cut back Federal funds appropriated under the Clark-MeNary Act. This 
administration apparently wants to stop doing everything while it tries to make 
up its mind whether it should do anything. I would like to place in the Record 
at this point a few words that Dr. McArdle had to say in a speech of February 
25 before the American Pulpwood Association on small woodlands: 


“SMALL WOODLANDS 


“Foresters have been talking for years about the small woodlot problem but 
oan much seems to get done about them—at least in relation to what is 
needed. 

“The facts are well known. They have been recited so many times it sounds 
as though the record were stuck. Over one-half of this country’s forest land is 
4% million small forest ownerships. The average size is 60 acres. In the East, 
where most of you operate, two-thirds of the commercial forest land is still 
in small ownerships despite some recent industrial acquisitions. One-half of our 
future timber will have to come from small forest properties. 

“We know what is needed. Forty-three million acres should be planted, yet 
only 1 percent of this is being done each year. Timber-stand improvement needs 
to be stepped up 20 times. Only 14 percent of these small holdings are getting 
adequate fire protection. And.so on. 

“How do you get through to these 4% million people, many of whom do 
not live on the land and either frankly don’t care about timber or, if interested 
at all, look on timbergrowing as purely a secondary matter? Your industry 
is doing a lot, but it is only a drop in the bucket compared to what is needed. 
The same may be said of Federal and State efforts. 

“Basically the physical forestry measures essential to put these lands in shape 
can only be bought, ordered, persuaded, or obtained by some combination of these 
three. One thing appears to be clear. Persuasion alone is not getting the job 
done fast enough. 

“Personal philosophies of government, psychology, budgets, and political sci- 
ence all get involved, and as a result the lands tend to stay in poor shape. What 
these lands will yield 40 years from now will largely be decided in the sixties— 
again the decade of decision. 
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“The small woodlands are a good example of what I meant earlier in referring 
to decision by default. The grave danger is that differing philosophies will 
clash so strongly that too little will get done on the ground, or it will get done 
too late. As a consequence, the lands won’t grow the timber you will need so 
urgently. 

“The fateful decision here is whether men of policy and power will have the 
foresight and, if I may say so, the ‘guts,’ to partially compromise deepset 
philosophical convictions in order that these lands may contribute their essen. 
tial share to our raw-material base.” 

The Bureau of the Budget tells us that the Department can proceed on a 
systematic basis to plant the 5 million acres of Federal lands needing reforesta- 
tion. I ask unanimous consent that a letter dated March 1 to Senator Anderson 
from the Chief of the Forest Service be printed in the Record at this point. 
To this tabulation an additional table has been added showing the record of 
acreage burned since 1950. 

There being no objection, the letter and tabulation were ordered to be printed 
in the Record, as follows: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Forest SERVICE, 
Washington, D.C., March 1, 1960. 
Hon. CiintTon P. ANDERSON, 
U.S. Senate. 

DeEAR SENATOR ANDERSON : This is in reply to a verbal request received on your 
behalf from Mr. Robert Wolf, staff member of the Senate Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee. 

Mr. Wolf asked that you be supplied with the attached tabulation which 
shows by years since enactment of the Anderson-Mansfield Reforestation Act, 
both the acres planted on national forests and the acres needing to be planted. 
He also requested that the information be supplied for all national forests and 
separately for New Mexico. He further requested by years monetary informa- 
tion on the amounts of money requested for national forest reforestation in the 
President’s budget and the amounts appropriated by Congress. 

In accordance with Mr. Wolf’s request, the figures do not include the acreage 
of recently logged areas planted under the Knutson-Vandenberg Act. In recent 
years, at least, this acreage has exceeded the acreage given in the attached 
tabulation. Neither does the attached tabulation include interplanting or plant- 
ing of very recent burns or other areas not included in the backlog of plantable 
area. 

A copy of this letter and tabulation are being sent directly to Mr. Wolf. 


Very truly yours, 
RicHarpD BE. McARpte, Chief. 


Area planted, and area needing planting on the national forests in New Mewico 
and total, all national forests—Appropriations, by fiscal years 1950-59 


New Mexico All national forests Funds 
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needing | ized by Provided | burned 
vlanting | Anderson by 

( (acres)? | Mansfield Congress * 
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iana done under the Knutson-Vandenburg Act in planting areas currently being logged are not in- 
juded. . 

2 Plantable area or area in need of complete reforestation. 

3 Under national forest protection and management activity in Forest Service appropriation. 

4 Excludes 10,302 acres of planting on new burns not included in the backlog of plantable area. 
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Mr. MANSFIELD. I also added to this material the fund record for reforestation 
for the fiscal years 1960-61, as follows: 


Budget re- | Provided by 
quest Congress 


13, 215, 000 


1 Comparable basis to 1960 excludes transfer of $215,000 from ranger district management. 
2 As provided by Senate excludes $215,000 transferred from ranger district management and $1,000,000 to 
reforest areas burned last year. 


It is encouraging that the Democratic 84th, 85th, and 86th Congresses have 
consistently added more money to the budget for reforestation. It is significant 
that requests for reforestation money from the executive branch dropped from 
$2.2 million for fiscal year 1951 under Harry Truman’s administration to a 
low of $450,000 for fiscal year 1955 under this administration. The Congress 
has built this program up to $6.5 million, but it is still substantially below what 
is needed. 

This year, however, the Senate took a significant step forward when it made 
available a special appropriation of $1 million to reforest and rehabilitate areas 
that were burned last year, in addition to providing an almost 100 percent 
increase in the administration’s fund request to reduce the backlog of areas 
currently needing replanting. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that there be placed in the Rrecorp at 
the close of my remarks a series of letters between the Bureau of the Budget and 
the senior Senator from Montana [Mr. Murray] and letters from the Chief of 
the Forest Service. I also ask that there be placed in the Recorp at the conclu- 
sion of my remarks a tabulation showing the national forest acreage burned 
each year since 1908 and the acreage of land planted each year since 1906. The 
comparison of the record since the beginning of the Forest Service to the present 
demonstrates quite conclusively that the position of the Bureau of the Budget 
was reached by using incorrect premises. In fact, since the Bureau largely 
controls the premises on which the budget is placed, we would never achieve 
the rate of planting that they speak of if their advice were to be followed. 

If we are to achieve the rate of reforestation that is needed on the national 
forests in order to meet our wood requirements by the year 2000, we must extend 
our reforestation efforts to at least 12 times the funds suggested by the adminis- 
tration this year. 

Under the criteria applied by this administration, “budgetary considerations, 
of course, will influence the rate at which reforestation work can be accom- 
plished.” This sterile concept pays no heed to the condition of our natural re- 
sources. It is a negative philosophy geared to putting off until tomorrow the 
things that should be done today. The condition of our forests and the rate 
at which they have been destroyed by fire make it essential that we adopt a 
national policy of purposeful reforestation. 

There being no objection, the letters and other material were ordered to be 
printed in the Record, as follows: 
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National forests 


Area burned | Area planted Area burned | Area planted 


—_—_______ 


115, 416 fe 555, 309 74, 716 
212, 850 168, 394 110, 724 
414, 638 Ne 280, 554 2 223, 075 
362, 014 ¢ 72, 200 156, 427 
| 174, 898 | 155, 157 
1, 042, 176 291, 141 135, 851 
4, 134, 253 ie 2, 718, 348 1, 028, 437 
469, 638 ‘ See 
188, 839 2 ‘ 228, 364 
333, 632 2 5 268, 010 
385, 158 3 7 348, 582 
279, 245 5 234, 323 
299, 954 396 ¢ 208, 918 | 
962, 543 58% 175, 882 | 
694, 651 5 152, 094 | 
2, 007, 034 j 187, 006 
ealaclacncnatarieeatetatet — 130, 193 
9, 754, 947 153, 914 
2, 089, 286 
376, 208 . 766 sss — 
373, 214 | 7, 05% 1950... 255, 387 
263, 848 , 87 1951. -. 314, 606 
602, 044 , 05 1952. _- 138, 544 
255, 102 “ 231, 314 
776, 570 12, 616 5 107, 656 
170, 473 12, 846 5 276, 140 
398, 900 18, 837 6 208, 429 | 
799, 082 18, 208 fe 118, 324 
regan 958 86, 608 
240, 000 3 38, 707 
137, 944 é 1, 977, 008 229, 013 
532, 761 26, = = 
372, 973 . Grand total _ _-- 21, 939, 399 2, 002, 956 
132, 147 




















1 Tree planting: Record, Hoover, 26,815; average, 22,870. 
2 Record, Roosevelt and Truman, 223,075; average, Roosevelt, 7 best years, 159,178; average, Roosevelt 
and Truman, 74,918. 
Record, Eisenhower, 38,707; average, 22,098. 


(The additional correspondence of Senator Mansfield’s floor state- 
ment, consisting of reports and letters from the Department of Agri- 
culture and the Bureau of the Budget, appears earlier in this hearing. 
See pp. 4-16.) 

The Cuamman. Senator Mansfield will be the next witness. 

Senator Mansrietp. Mr. Chairman, Congressman Lee Metcalf, 
our able colleague from Montana, had intended to be here this 
morning in support of Senate Joint Resolution 95, a resolution 
identically similar to one he has introduced in the House. He has, 
however, been detained because of the fact that, as a member of the 
Ways and Means Committee, he has to be present at hearings being 
held on the Forand bill. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, he would like to have the 
privilege of submitting his statement. 

The Cuatmman. That may be done. 

(The statement of Congressman Metcalf follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. LEE METCALF, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF MONTANA 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to support Senate Joint Resolu- 
tion 95, to accelerate reforestation during the next 10 years. As you know, | 
have cosponsored this resolution in the House. 

It has been 5 years since release of the Timber Resource Review, a mammoth 
study put together in 314 years by the Forest Service staff from timber growth 
and harvest reports by their own people and State agencies, forest industries, 
and other public and private organizations. 
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This, the most complete evaluation of timber supply and demand ever made, 
contained some good news—that current timber growth just about equals con- 
sumption, indicating that recently our foresters, both in private industry and 
in Government, have made significant progress in cutting down the drain on 
our Nation’s woodlands. 

It also contained some bad news—that standing timber is declining in 
quality. In the year 2000, according to the review, there will be a demand for 
a timber cut of 95 billion board feet, two-thirds more than the present cut. 
That is, there will be if wood is to occupy the same place in the national 
economy that it does now and if it is to continue to hold its present position 
among structural materials. 

While the review did not say what should be done, or who should do it, it is 
clear that there are several areas in which we can increase our supply of wood. 
One is reforestation. 

In a recent annual report, the Nation’s chief forester, Richard B. McArdle, 
said that within the next 10 years 48 million acres need to be planted “if the 
wood requirements of a larger population are to be met by the year 2000.” 

Our resolutions would declare as national policy the provision of a continuing 
program for the needed reforestation of Federal, State, and private iands. 
We would call upon the Secretaries of Agriculture and the Interior to lay 
out a 10-year program which, by accelerating and supplementing existing re- 
forestation program, will plant 48 million idle and unproductive acres to the 
trees we need. 

As a prudent landlord, Uncle Sam should lead the way by reforesting his own 
land, the land which belongs to all our people and which is an important part 
of our national heritage, and the land he manages for our Indian citizens. 

An example of the need is our national forest system. Exactly 340,800 acres 
of national forests in Montana need replanting. At the present rate it will 
take from 27 to 2,480 years to finish the job on 10 Montana national forests. 
On the 11th, the Beaverhead, where none of the 607 acres in need of reforesta- 
tion will be planted this year, the job will never be done at the present rate. 

By forests, the acres in need of planting, the number of acres planted this 
year, and the number of years it will take to finish the job at the present rate 
are Bitterroot, 12,853—387—332; Custer, 9,750—4—2,430; Deer Lodge, 3,313— 
3—1,000; Flathead 82,898—206—400; Gallatin, 5,751—15—380; Helena, 4,562— 
6—455 ; Kaniksu, 22,662—181—125 ; Kootenai, 19,509—723—27 ; Lewis and Clark, 
83,504 —122—680 ; Lolo, 95,301—627—152. 

If we are to have the wood we need, it will take the best efforts of private, 
State, and Federal foresters, working together. In recent years, the Federal 
Government has been resting on its oars, as budget requests have declined. 
The record shows that this decline is directly related to the party in charge 
of the administration. Under President Hoover, tree planting on the national 
forests averaged 22,870 acres a year. Under Franklin D. Roosevelt and Harry 
8. Truman, reforestation climbed to an average of 74,920. It fell to an average 
of 22,100 acres a year—less than under Hoover—while General Eisenhower has 
been President. 

As you know, the forested mountains of western Montana guard the head- 
waters of both the Missouri River and of important Columbia River tributaries. 
As we permit the deterioration of that timber, we underwrite the destruction of 
our soil and of our water resources from Astoria, Oreg., to New Orleans. 


STATEMENT OF HON. MIKE MANSFIELD, A U.S. SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF MONTANA 


Senator Mansrretp. Mr. Chairman, my testimony in support of 
Senate Joint Resolution 95, introduced by you and cosponsored by 
Mr, Aiken, Mr. Anderson, Mr. Byrd of West Virginia, Mr. Cooper, 
Mr. Hart, Mr. Kuchel, Mr. Randolph, Mr. Stennis, our late col- 
league, Mr. Neuberger, Mr. Morse, and myself, will be brief, but I 
would not for one moment want brevity to be taken for disinterest. 

The jurisdiction of this committee covers Federal lands and I shall 
hot address myself to the portion of Senate Joint Resolution 95 deal- 
ing with reforestation on non-Federal lands. 

54967—60-—_5 
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There is clear, irrefutable evidence that the Federal Government is 
not doing the job that should be done on the national forests, the 
public domain, and other Federal lands. 

Starting with fiscal year 1955 the Congress has continually added 
funds to the President’s budget requests for this vital work on the 
national forests. 

In only 2 years under this administration have the budget requests 
exceeded the funds provided by Congress in the preceding year. In 4 
years the subsequent fund request by the administration has been 
for less money. In only 2 years, the last 2, the budget request has 
been for the amount provided in the previous year. The fund re- 
quests since 1953 have been for as little as 414 percent of the amount 
authorized in the Anderson-Mansfield Act and only in 1 year have they 
reached 30 percent of the Anderson-Mansfield authorizations, 

We now know that delay in reforesting the national forests has 
served only one purpose. The job will now cost $199 million to com- 
plete, whereas, if we had kept. to the schedule of the Anderson-Mans- 
field Act, the cost would have been closer to $150 million. 

The realization of the benefits has been critically delayed. All 
evidence suggests that our wood supply will not be adequate as to 
either quality or quantity in the year 2000. Depleted forests spell 
watershed damage both upstream and downstream. 

Much the same can be said of the lands of the Department. of In- 
terior. Virtually nothing is being done on the public domain or on 
Indian lands. Only the Oregon & California land grant administered 
by the Bureau of Land Management is receiving adequate attention 
and this is being done with county funds. 

The question is not, whtat have we done. The question is, what 
should we do in relation to know needs? What is our responsibility! 
Is this Nation of ours not capable of husbanding its resources? Can 
we not measure up to the judgment the future will certainly render! 

I shall let others detail the facts. I will let others make excuses. 
For my own part, I reject a policy that says we cannot afford to pur- 
posely carry out a program of reforesting our public lands within 
the next 10 years. 

Any other course is that of a wastrel of the public interest and a 
dodger of a public responsibility. I ask this committee to report 
Senate Joint Resolution 95. Let those with no confidence in our 
Nation’s capability record their trepidations and bear the burden. 

I would be remiss, today, if I did not mention that Mr. Richard 
McArdle, Chief of the Forest Service, and his associate, Assistant 
Secretary of Agriculture E. L. Peterson, have shown courage, under- 
standing, and patroitic judgment over the last few years in laying on 
the line the facts and their implications for our Nation’s forest re- 
sources. 

Incidentally, Secretary Peterson just a few days ago received the 
Conservation Award from the National Watershed Congress. It was 
an honor well deserved, and I extend sincere congratulations because 
it was an honor earned. 

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion I wish to go on record as being fully 
in accord with Senator Morse, who preceded me on the witness stand 
this morning, on our reforestation needs. 

The Cuamman, Senator Gruening ? 
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Senator GRUENING. I want to commend very highly the presenta- 
tion of the distinguished Senator from Montana. I would like to ask 
him whether he does not notice a striking contrast between the attitude 
of this administration in the matter of funds for reforestation, af- 
forestation, forestry research, and its attitude toward similar projects 
in many foreign countries. I think that as a member of the Foreign 
Relations Committee he is undoubtedly aware of the fact that the 
administration is endorsing a very far-reaching program along those 
lines in many foreign countries. 

I wonder whether it does not strike the gentleman from Montana 
to be a strange paradox that these desirable projects, no doubt, are 
presented to the Congress with an injunction that they must not be 
cut a nickel, but that corresponding projects for our own forests and 
our own timber resources are labeled as extravagant, inflationary, 
tending to unbalance the budget, and therefore liable to a veto or 
reduction. 

Senator Mansrtevp. I will say to the Senator from Alaska that there 
isa good deal of validity in what he has just stated. I would point 
out, though, that this argument would not apply to such individuals 
in the present administration as the Chief of the Forest Service, 
Mr. McArdle, and the Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Peter- 
son, both of whom have shown a great interest in this proposal, in 
the conservation of the public domain, in the questions of reforestation 
and afforestation. 

However, it is all too true that in the mutual security program, 
funds are dispensed for those purposes in foreign countries, and we 
have been told year after year by the administration that the foreign 
aid program cannot afford to be cut one thin dime. 

I think we are losing sight of the fact, when we place such stress 
as that on a foreign aid program, and such a lessening of the stress 
on our domestic programs. If we are going to carry out a foreign 
uid program, I think we have to have a good, strong, sound economy. 

As Senator Morse has already pointed out, one of the basic elements 
in our economy is a good forest program, because as the hills become 
denuded, so does the land. 

He pointed to China as an example, and it isa good example. There 
are many other countries that you could point to, too. One of them 
is Greece, which had a high civilization until its area became de- 
nuded. That civilization was lost to a certain degree, and the result 
has been poverty for many decades, if not centuries, in that once 
forested land. 

I would express the hope that any administration, Republican or 
Democrat, would place at least as much stress on the development of 
our domestic economy as it does in the field of foreign aid. When 
you get right down to bedrock, foreign aid is dependent upon a sound 
domestic economy; and good forests are a part of a sound domestic 
economy. 

Senator Gruenine. I would agree with the distinguished junior 
Senator from Montana that the officials of the Forest Service are not 
lacking in zeal and devotion to this cause. 

Senator Mansrietp. As a matter of fact, Senator, if I may inter- 
rupt, I would say that of all the segments which go to make up the 
Federal Government, we probably have the best type of people and 
the highest morale, by and large, in the Forest Service. 
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Senator Gruenine. I would agree. 

I would point out that the fault lies elsewhere. It lies in the Bureau 
of the Budget. y 

Senator Mansrtexp. Oh, yes. 

Senator Gruenine. And that is the problem. 

No doubt these foreign projects are desirable per se, but it is a 
strange wre rar this double standard by which we are told that these 
identical projects, analogous projects, reforestation, afforestation, re- 
search in forestry, when they are in 40 or 50 foreign countries are 
labeled as sacrosanct, and as to the same projects for our own forests, 
our own people, our own timber resources, we are told we cannot 
have them. 

A very splendid program was devised in the Forest Service for re- 
search to cost $6 million this year. It was a very reasonable program. 
It was diversified. It took care of the different timber resources in 
the different parts of the country. When it came down to the Con- 
gress, it was cut 70 percent, from $6 million to $1,700,000. 

I was so happy to see the Senate restore that, and I hope that that 
restoration will remain, and that in future those requests will be 
honored 100 percent when they are domestic requests. 

Senator Mansrietp. May I say to the Senator that what he said 
about the Budget Bureau is, in my opinion, correct. I think, as a 
matter of fact, the Budget Bureau is running the Government at the 
present time. It is laying down the policy, and I think it is arrogat- 
ing unto itself a power which it never was intended to assume. 

I note, strangely enough, that the Budget Bureau is not at all averse 
to asking for an increase in its budget, while it cuts the other elements 
of the budget considerably. 

Senator Gruentne. I have observed the same thing. And I have 
observed that this administration, which talks about cutting con- 
stantly, is steadily increasing its own personnel, which represents a 
good deal of a paradox. 

Senator Mansrietp. May I say, Mr. Chairman, as long as we have 
our distinguished colleague here, the Senator from Hawaii, Mr. Fong, 
that we ought to put in the record the fact that he is a good conserva- 
tionist, and that we are helping the State of Hawaii become more 
conservation minded, through the shipment of a number of Montana 
antelope last fall, which are now gracing one of the outer inlands. 
We expect to have a good game supply for a change in that beautiful 
Pacific area. 

Senator Fonc. Senator, may I ask you, this Senate Joint Resolution 
No. 95 is in addition to all the other things that we are doing now in 
the matter of forestation, is that correct ? 

Senator Mansriexp. Yes, it is in addition, although it is under an 
authorization which was passed, I believe, 10 years ago, under the 
sponsorship of Senator Anderson and myself, which sought to keep 
alive an afforestation and a reforestation program, because we are 
faced with the very strong possibility that if nothing is done we will 
lack wood, both in quantity and in quality, by the year 2000. To 
forestall what happened in China and Greece, we think that a con- 
servation program affecting our forest lands, which after all are 

ublic domain and ewned by all the people, should be mndertaken 
fore it is too late; and the sooner we do it, the less it is going to cost. 
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Had the authorization prescribed in the Anderson Act of 10 years 
ago been = into effect, the total cost would have been around $150 
million. ause of the delay, the total cost now has been estimated 
at approximately $199 million. 

Senator Fone. In fairness to the Budget Bureau, in reading this 
letter to this committee, it states that there are other programs which 
are now being used to reforest our lands. Is that correct? 

Senator Mansrietp. That is correct. But the Budget Bureau can 
always find excuses by means of which they will render an adverse 
report. 

t am not at all certain that Mr. Stans or his associates have any 
idea as to just how important and valuable the forest resources of 
this country are, not only to its people in a general way, from the 
point of view of recreation, fishing, but also from the point of view 
of the revenues which the Federal Government derives from these 
forests, part of which in turn go to the various areas in which the 
forests are located. 

Senator Fone. If I understand the letter from the Budget Bureau, 
it seems to indicate that the present programs that have been carried 
out by the Government are quite sufficient, in its views. 

Senator Mansrietp. Well, I would disagree most heartily with the 
Budget Bureau: I think, once again, they are wrong. 

Senator Fone. It is a question of agreeing or disagreeing with 
them in their attitude; is that correct ? 

Senator Mansrtetp. That is correct. 

or Fone. It is not true that they are entirely against reforest- 
ation 

Senator Mansrietp. Oh, no. There have been other programs 
which have been in operation for a good many years, thanks to the 
Forest Service and to men like Secretary Peterson, who have shown 
a direct. personal interest, who have lived in the areas where these 
forests are concentrated, and who have an actual, firsthand viewpoint 
of just what the needs are to keep the forests going. 

Senator Fone. Thank you. 

Senator Grugenina. I would like to add for the record that when a 
delegation from this committee visited Russia last year to study hy- 
droelectric projects, we were also very much impressed by the tre- 
mendous ‘dinstation and reforestation program that is visible every- 
where in Russia. There was no part of Russia that we visited where 
we did not see extensive tree planting. It was very impressive. It 
was in the north and the south, in Siberia, everywhere wherever the 
- had been denuded, wherever there was space, trees were being 
planted. ; 

Of course, Russia already has very vast forests in Siberia. But it 
was very impressive to us to note how seriously they are taking this 
program. 

Senator Mansrietp. Senator, I do not know about Russia, but there 
are other countries considerably ahead of us in reforestation, affor- 
estation, and in research. I refer particularly to such countries as 
Germany, where for many years good forest programs have been un- 
derway, and where every availability of ground is used to recreate the 
a which have been brought about by the reduction in the timber 
stands. 
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To a smaller degree, but I think it would be more than ours, the 
same type of reforestation and afforestation has been done in France, 
and undoubtedly other countries,.too. 

Those people have been up against the need for programs of this 
kind, and they have done what they had to do through necessity be- 
fore it. was too late. 

I hope it never gets too late for us, because if it does, then the cost 
will be tremendous and would go far beyond the forest. 

For example, this year in Montana, we have had a cold winter, but 
we have had very little snow. The result is that unless we get rains— 
and we are a semiarid State—we are not going to have a great deal to 
look forward to when harvest time comes around. But the point I am 
getting at is this: When we do have snow, the forest holds that snow 
in, it regulates runoff, and in that way it benefits agriculture; and 
what. benefits agriculture in some way or other benefits other seg- 
ments of our economy. 

Just on that basis alone, rt is imperative that we see to it that our 
forests are not allowed to decay or become ruined as they have in 
many parts of our country, and that programs such as this are inaugu- 

rated as soon as possible. They are moneysavers, as well as people- 
savers, 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee. 

The CuarrMan. Senator Lusk, ‘do you have any questions ? 

Senator Lusk. I have no questions, no. 

The Cuarrman. We want to thank you for your very able state- 
ment, Senator Mansfield. I think no one in the Senate has given 
greater study to this problem than you have. Your explanations 
of the points involved here in your statement will be very helpful to 
the committee, and we want to thank you very much for your state- 
ment. 

Senator MansrieLp. You are very kind, Senator. Thank you very 
much. 

The Cuatrman, Senator Aiken expected to be here this morning, 
but on account of other engagements he is unable to attend. SoI will 
place in the record a statement by Senator Aiken. He supports the 
resolution and closes by saying: 


“Economy” in this field today can only be false economy. 
(The statement of Senator Aiken follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HoN. GeorGE D. AIKEN, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF 
VERMONT 


Mr. Chairman, I am glad to appear here this morning to testify on behalf of 
Senate Joint Resolution 95. 

The distinguished junior Senator from your great State of Montana paid me 
a distinct honor when he invited me to join in cosponsoring this measure. Sen- 
ator Mansfield is one of our Nation’s great conservationists. During his many 
years of public service in the Congress he has provided dedicated leadership in 
his support of legislation to protect and develop our national resources. 

The Anderson-Mansfield Act of 1950 provides the basic congressional authori- 
zation for adequate appropriations to finance a well-scheduled revegetation and 
reforestation program. Senator Anderson, the other principal author of this 
important measure, is also among the sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 95. 
Had the provisions of the Anderson-Mansfield Act been implemented with the 
appropriations this measure made possible, it would not be necessary for us to 
sponsor the ersolution which is the subject of today’s hearing. 
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Had the provisions of title IV of the Agricultural Act of 1956 been utilized, 
far more would be done today than has been done. This title, like the Ander- 
son-Mansfield Act, clearly sets forth the intention of the Congress. I recall that 
this title was carefully designed to establish a specific national policy empower- 
ing the Secretary of Agriculture to build up and maintain a sufficient level of 
timber growing to supply the Nation’s domestic needs by protecting and improv- 
ing more than 50 million acres of idle non-Federal and Federal lands. 

It is regrettable that adequate funds have not been requested or made avail- 
able by the Congress. 

In my own State of Vermont considerable progress has been made within the 
limited means at the disposal of our able forestry people. As for our private 
lands, scientific tree farming has been established practice for the last 20 years. 
However, this practice has not been as widespread as it should be. 

The same is true in many States, and the result is a serious backlog in tree 
planting. You know the situation well. In the next 10 years we need to plant 
almost 50 billion trees on some 50 million acres. 

Our national forests are not producing the timber they should. They are 
not serving as effective watersheds to guard against erosion of the land and 
water loss. 

I earnestly request that Senate Joint Resolution 95 be favorably reported. 
“Heonomy” in this field today can only be false economy. 


The Cuatrman. I also wish to put in the record at this point a 
statement by Senator Kuchel, Republican whip, who is a cosponsor 
and a member of the committee. Senator Kuchel is in California, 
due to his father’s death, and unable to be here this morning. I wish 
to quote one part of his statement : 

It is my belief that the financial capabilities of this Nation will permit us to 


embark upon the necessary reforestation program, and that this investment will 
prove beneficial not only now but in the years that lie ahead. 


His statement will appear in the record at this point. 


(The statement of Senator Kuchel follows :) 


STATEMENT BY Hon. THOMAS H. KUCHEL, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE 
OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman, I ask that this statement by me on Senate Joint Resolution 95 
be made a part of the hearing record. I regret my inability to attend the 
hearing personally. 

Last year I joined with Senator Mansfield and a number of other Senators in 
cosponsoring Senate Joint Resolution 95, which urged the acceleration of re- 
forestation programs on Federal and non-Federal lands. In this resolution 
we particularly called attention to the fact that the planting of Federal land 
is a complete responsibility of the Federal Government, and it is of the highest 
priority. I wish to address my remarks to this consideration, although it is 
my hope that the two committees to which this resolution was referred will be 
able to assist in finding the means for accelerating reforestation on all of the 
48 million acres in the Nation which require rehabilitation. 

Just prior to the introduction of this resolution, the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture submitted to the Congress a program for the national forests, which con- 
templated, among other things, reforesting 3.9 million acres of national forest 
lands within the next 12 years. Of the acreage to be replanted, 952,000 are 
located in California. These are lands which are vital to the maintenance of 
effective watersheds, as well as of critical importance in meeting our timber 
supply needs in the years that lie ahead. Our State is one of the fastest growing 
in the Nation and its expanding population is making greater and greater 
use of the forest resources. More and more our people are turning to the 
outdoors for recreation, for hunting and fishing. We are utilizing increasing 
quantities of wood in home construction, and the water needs of California 
are growing at an astronomical rate. To a large extent the future of our 
State is tied to how effectively we protect our national resources. 

I regret that the Bureau of the Budget has taken the position that this reso- 
lution is not needed. I also am concerned that the budget for this year did not 
propose to implement the modest increase in reforestation activity which 
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was called for in the excellent program which Secretary Benson submitted 
to the Congress last year. The Senate, however, has elected to implement this 
program and to go one step further. It has added $1 million to the Forest 
Service budget so that the acres that were burned by devastating fires last 
year will be reforested and rehabilitated at once. This action by the Senate 
demonstrates the overwhelming willingness we have to tackle this problem in 
a realistic manner. It is my belief that the financial capabilities of this Nation 
will permit us to embark upon the necessary reforestation program, and that 
this investment will prove beneficial not only now but in the years that lie 
ahead. We have the expert judgment of the Chief of the Forest Service on the 
importance of reforestation. I think we should accept his decision and be 
guided by the action that the Senate took in considering this year’s appropria- 
tion for the Forest Service. 


The Cuatrman. I am pleased to have for the record this morning 
a letter endorsing Senate Joint Resolution 95 from Senator Hay- 
den, chairman of the Appropriations Committee. We have long 
worked together for conservation, and I am sure that the committee 
will be very pleased to receive this letter from Carl Hayden. 

(The letter from Senator Hayden follows :) 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Aprit 21, 1960. 
Hon. JAMES BE. MurrAy, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Jim: I am pleased to note that you are holding a hearing on Senate 
Joint Resolution 95, which would provide for the acceleration of the various 
reforestation programs of the Department of Agriculture and the Department of 
the Interior. 

Reforestation has always had my warm support and I believe the action 
of the Senate Appropriations Committee this year in full support of the program 
for the national forests demonstrates this. 

I want to commend you for your interest and leadership in conservation. 
Your help on forestry matters has been of great value. 

I shall look forward to receiving the views of your committee on how we can 
bring about full development of our forest lands. 

With kindest personal regards, I am, 

Yours very sincerely, 
CARL HAYDEN. 


The Carman. Senator Anderson, who is not only a cosponsor of 
this resolution, but the principal author of the 1950 Anderson-Mans- 
field Reforestation and Revegetation Act, is unable to be present today 
as he is out of the city on official business. 

Senator Anderson has been a conservation stalwart not only in the 
Congress but when he was Secretary of Agriculture. 

I shall make his cogent statement a part of the record and I wish 
to quote from Senator Anderson’s statement briefly : 


The major mistakes we have made in reforestation have been that we have 
done too little and delayed too long. 


(The statement of Senator Anderson follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Crinton P. ANDERSON, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF 
New MExIco 


Mr. Chairman, as a cosponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 95, which would ac- 
celerate reforestation on all lands in our Nation, and as one of the authors of the 
Anderson-Mansfield Reforestation and Revegetation Act, I wish to present this 
statement. 

The major mistakes we have made in reforestation have been that we have 
done too little and delayed too long. 
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Forestry is a long-term proposition. What we do today is for the benefit of 
people who will use the resource in five or more decades from now. We can see 
clearly what the result will be if we do not now enlarge the scope of our reforesta- 
tion programs. 

I place the highest priority for action on our national forests. Two compelling 
reasons suggest this course. First, the Federal Government should invest funds 
in its own lands, and, secondly, the reforestation work on Federal lands lags 
behind planting on State and private lands. 

The reforestation phase of the program for the national forests has not been 
supported adequately. The budget has not included a program for Bureau of 
Land Management and public domain lands. Also, a meaningful program to 
reforest on our Indian lands has not been developed. 

The Clarke-McNary reforestation program, aimed at improving small woodland 
holdings of private owners, has been allowed to languish. Fund requests have 
been drastically curtailed. 

Richard McArdle, Chief of the Forest Service, pointed out that 1 billion trees 
were planted in 1958. This was a new record. Last year 2 billion trees were 
planted. This is another record. 

But to meet the wood requirements of a larger population in the year 2000, 
we must plant 48 billion trees by 1968. 

This will not be done unless there are vigorous reforestation programs on all 
lands, Federal, State, and private. 

Three great weaknesses exist—all of which can be readily corrected. Re- 
forestation on Federal lands is lagging. We must speed up this work. Our small 
woodland owner deserves full and helpful assistance to reforest his lands. 
Finally, we need to be sure we are planting trees that we can use and will need 
in the year 2000. 

I urge the committee to favorably report Senate Joint Resolution 95. 


The Cuairman. I also will place in the record a supporting let- 
ter from the American Legion. Let me quote just one key sentence 
in their excellent letter : 


With the anticipated increase of our population, the problem becomes more 
acute each year. 


(The letter is as follows :) 


THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION, 
Washington, D.C., April 12, 1960. 
Hon. JAMES E. MurRay, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SenaToR Murray: This is with reference to the hearings scheduled to 
be held on April 14, 1960, by your committee on Senate Joint Resolution 95 and 
House Joint Resolution 366, both of which seek to accelerate various reforesta- 
tion programs of the Department of Agriculture and the Department of the 
Interior. 

For quite some time the national economic commission of the American 
Legion has been concerned with this problem of conservation of our natural 
resources. 

With the anticipated increase of our population, the problem becomes more 
acute each year. At our national convention in 1959, our concern was voiced 
again by the passage of a resolution urging adequate funds for our national 
forest programs. 

While we are not asking for the privilege of a personal appearance by a rep- 
resentative of the American Legion before your committee during the hearings 
on the above-mentioned bills, I would appreciate it if my letter could be given 
favorable consideration by the members of the committee and also incorporated 
in the record of the hearings. 

We wish to commend you and the members of your committee on your 
efforts to cope with this problem and to let you know that you have our whole- 
hearted support. 

With kind personal regards, I am 

Sincerely, 
Mires D. KENNEDY, Director. 
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The Cuarrman. Congressman Clem Miller, of the First District of 
California, is a cosponsor of this resolution in the House. He is a 
conservation-minded Congressman. 

He makes an excellent statement and I want to call attention to 
one part of that statement : 


Whenever I see the weed trees and brush taking over the land I also think 
that proper reforestation would help relieve the pressures on our remuining 
wilderness areas and still meet the needs for our wood products. 


(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLEM MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman, I thank you for an opportunity to present my views on Senate 
Joint Resolution 95. 

I wish to record my strong support of the resolution; I am a sponsor of a 
companion resolution (H.J. Res. 393) in the House. 

My congressional district is the north coast of California—from the Golden 
Gate to the Oregon line. An estimated 75 percent of the people of this region 
depend on a timber economy. 

Much of this economy is based on timber from Federal lands. Some 1.2 
million acres—15 percent of the total area of the district—is in two national 
forests: Six Rivers and Mendocino. 

Whenever I drive through these forests and our other Federal lands I am 
appalled by the thousands of acres growing up to “weed” trees or brush. This 
is in areas where reforestation to commercial trees would insure a recycle of 
valuable timber. 

Whenever I see the weed trees and brush taking over the land I also think 
that proper reforestation would help relieve the pressures on our remaining 
wilderness areas and still meet our needs for wood products. I believe in the 
preservation of wilderness to help us meet our future tremendous recreation 
needs and to maintain portions of our great watersheds in natural eculogical 
balance. 

I was among those impressed last year with the long-range program for the na- 
tional forests sent up to the Congress by the Secretary of Agriculture. I am 
aware of the Secretary’s and the Bureau of the Budget’s position that Senate 
Joint Resolution 95 is not necessary—that they believe there already is suff- 
cient authority to step up reforestation work. 

I confess I wasn’t very surprised this year when the President’s budget fell 
woefully short of implementing the reforestation schedule for fiscal 1961 as set 
forth in the administration’s own program. 

So I think that we in the Congress should encourage the administration’s own 
resolution by approving our specific resolutions providing for acceleration of 
reforestation progranis. 

As a member of the House committee concerned with housing legislation I 
am particularly interested in the Forest Service’s estimates that the American 
people will need 22 billion cubic feet of timber by the year 2000, compared to 
current annual consumption of 13 billion cubic feet. 

As the Representative of a timber district I am concerned that the Federal 
Government is not fulfilling its stewardship responsibilities on Federal forest 
lands in my district. At the rate we are going we are not even holding our own 
in reforestation—to say nothing of beginning to catch up on the backlog. 

Our national reforestation backlog in national forests alone is some 414 mil- 
lion acres. I am advised it will take about 170 years at the present rate of 
planting to catch up on the backlog. 

In California, I understand, it will take 722 years to replant our 1.8 million 
acres of national forest lands requiring replanting and suitable for commercial 
forest at the present budgetary rate. 

A great deal has been said about the poor heritage we will pass on to our 
ee if we should not meet some of our most pressing conservation 
needs. 

As translated into the current administration budget, this concept does not 
take into account the heritage of denuded and eroded forest land, destroyed 
watershed and wood products shortage we will pass on to our grandchildren if 
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we neglect regeneration of our forest lands. This is not economy; it is false 
economy. 

I am saddened to note that the present administration has so ignored its for- 
est management responsibilities that it has less average annual reforestation 
accomplishment than the Hoover administration and less than a third of the 
average annual reforestation work of the Roosevelt and Truman administrations. 

I would like to close by quoting from a statement on this subject by the 
Chief of the Forest Service deploring what he calls “decision by default”: 

“What these lands will yield 40 years from now will largely be decided in the 
sixties * * *. 

“The grave danger is that differing philosophies will clash so strongly that 
too little will get done on the ground, or it will get done too late. As a con- 
sequence, the lands won’t grow the timber you will need so urgently. 

“The fateful decision here is whether men of policy and power will have the 
foresight and, if I may say so, the ‘guts’ to partially compromise deepset phil- 
osophical convictions in order that these lands may contribute their essential 
share to our raw-material base.” 

I urge favorable action on Senate Joint Resolution 95. 

Thank you. 


The CuatrMan. I will place in the record at this point a statement in 
warm support of Senate Joint Resolution 95 from Senator Hart, who 
was unable to attend the hearing. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Puiip A. Hart, A U.S. SENATOR From THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Chairman, I welcome the opportunity to support Senate Joint Resolution 
95, which would provide for the acceleration of the various reforestation programs 
of the Department of Agriculture and the Department of the Interior. 

It has been my privilege during the past year to serve on the Senate Select 
Committee on National Water Resources. In our travels across the Nution for 
the hearings of this committee, we have again and again been presented with 
evidence of inadequate management and development of a resource vital to 
our well-being and to our very survival. The latest step backward in our steward- 
ship of this precious resource was the President’s veto of the water pollution 
control bill, which in my opinion was a most lamentable action. 

Unhappily, the same disregard for the Nation's needs seems to control the final 
decisions of the administration with respect to our national forests. Yester- 
day’s editorial in the Washington Post entitled “The One-Eyed Bookkeeper” is so 
appropriate to our discussion of the bill before you, that I ask permission to in- 
clude it in my statement. It makes the point that the Bureau of the Budget 
persists in looking only at the outgo side of the ledger and refuses to consider 
the possibility of increasing the income side. 

Senate Joint Resolution 95 offers us the opportunity to look at the income 
side. It would set before us the goals for turning hundreds of thousands of non- 
productive acres in our national forests to productive use. It would encourage a 
breakthrough on revenue producing tree planting and timber-stand improvement 
work, 

“What these lands will yield 40 years from now will largely be decided in the 
sixties—again the decade of decision,” as it was so well put by Dr. McArdle, the 
Chief of the Forest Service. “We know what is needed,” he said. “Forty-three 
million acres should be planted, yet only 1 percent of this is being done each year. 
Timber-stand improvement needs to be stepped up 20 times. 

Last year, the Department of Agriculture presented to the Congress and to the 
Nation a program for the national forests. In presenting the program, officials 
from the Department stated, “It is to respond to the Nation’s economic develop- 
nent and population growth; to accommodate the swing to outdoor recreation; to 
utilize our timber and water resources more effectively ; and because it is neces- 
sary to plan a long time ahead in order to grow timber and manipulate other 
natural resources to meet future needs.” 

We were disappointed at the time that the administration did not see fit 
to ask for money to implement this much-needed program, but we took comfort 
from the thought that it would get underway this year. But this year we are 
again put off by the “one-eyed bookkeeper.” At his rate of progress, I am 
informed that it would take 130 years to accomplish the necessary reforestation 
of the national forests in Michigan. 
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It seems to me highly desirable that the Congress through this legislation 
make crystal clear our needs in reforestation, and reiterate its desire that we 
get on with the job. As one of the cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 95, I 
express my hope that your committee Will act favorably on it. 


[From the Washington Post, Apr. 21, 1960] 


THE ONE-EYED BOOKKEEPER 


Budget Director Stans has given his usual lecture on Federal spending to the 
National Watershed Congress, assembled here. What it boils down to is that 
the United States cannot afford a one-tenth of 1 percent increase in the budget 
for an adequate program to conserve its soil. Such a program would cost about 
$100 million a year in Federal aid in place of the $20 million included in the 
President’s budget. 

Mr. Stans’ strictures are generally disappointing for their failure to take 
into account the national potential for more adequate Federal spending, a failure 
that seems to derive from his conclusion that there is simply no way to increase 
the flow of revenues to the Treasury. Just why Congress and the country should 
allow him his self-appointed role of defender of the Internal Revenue Act is 
incomprehensible enough. But an even greater mystery is that so accomplished a 
bookkeeper as Mr. Stans persists in looking at only one side of his ledger. 

In this case, as on pollution control and other programs, he fails to reckon 
the cost of Federal inaction. What value does he place upon the country’s 
natural resources? In his books, no value at all seems to have been assigned. 
Thus he can concentrate on “saving” dollars and forget about the erosion of 
everything from the Nation’s educational plant to the very earth on which it 
lives. We aren’t against sound bookkeeping, but we think the Budget Bureau's 
methods have failed to grow with its policy-reviewing responsibilities. 

The CuarrMan. The next witness will be Assistant Secretary Ervin 


Peterson, Department of Agriculture. 


STATEMENT OF ERVIN PETERSON, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, US. 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE; ACCOMPANIED BY EDWARD C. 
CRAFTS, ASSISTANT CHIEF, FOREST SERVICE 


Mr. Pererson. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am 
glad to make a brief statement on the views of the Department of 
Agriculture regarding Senate Joint Resolution 95. This is a bill to 
accelerate the tree planting programs of the Departments of Agri- 
culture and Interior. 

The bill would declare a congressional policy to provide a continuing 
program of needed reforestation of Federal, State, and private lands 
during the next 10 years. It would authorize unlimited appropria- 
tions for this purpose. 

In our report of last September 28, the Department recommended 
that the bill not be enacted. There were two reasons for this: 

1. Insofar as national forests and other lands administered by the 
Department of Agriculture are concerned, we already have adequate 
legislative authority including financial authorizations to carry out 
needed reforestation. 

2. With respect to Federal-aid forestry programs in which the 
Department participates, we are currently carrying out a review of 
these programs as they apply to small forest ownerships. Included in 
this review is an appraisal of the proper roles of State and Federal 
Governments and private owners in planting such lands. In the 
meantime, we believe that the States should assume greater respons!- 
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bility for tree planting on non-Federal lands than they now carry. 
Consequently, we do not at this time favor proposed increases in 
Federal authorizations for assistance in tree planting on State or 
private forest lands. Tree planting as used in this statement includes 
seeding and is considered synonymous with reforestation. 

The Bureau of the Budget likewise recommends against enactment 
of this bill for reasons explained in its several letters to the com- 
mittee, and points out that both the Departments of Agriculture and 
Interior feel that the resolution is not necessary. 

First let me say that there is absolutely no question in my mind as 
to the essential importance of tree planting as a necessary management 
measure on the national forests. 

In the national forest program, submitted to the Congress a little 
over a year ago, planting of national forest lands was included as 
one of the key items for the short-term program covering the next 
12 years. 

Considering all ownerships, the timber resource review report of 
2 years ago named forest tree planting as one of the four best possi- 
bilities of increasing future timber supplies. Tree planting offers the 
possibility of increasing annual sawtimber growth by an estimated 
amount of some 8 billion board feet. 

Furthermore, the Department’s report on ths bill pointed out the 
need to plant, during the next 10 to 20 years, some 48 million acres 
of commercial forest land in all ownerships if increasing timber de- 
mands are to be met by the end of the century. 

The committee’s letter of April 6 asked that this testimony be 
directed particularly to what should be done with respect to reforesta- 
tion on the national forests. 

There is no question as to the adequacy of our statutory authority 
or financial authorizations to carry on seeding and planting programs 
on the national forests. These authorities are found in the National 
Forest Administration Act of 1897, the Knutson-Vandenberg Act of 
1930, and in the Anderson-Mansfield Reforestation and Revegetation 
Act of 1949. 

If all available information on planting needs, rates of progress, 
costs, and legislative authorizations are shaken down, it becomes 
clearly evident that the fundamental problem in the way of more rapid 
progress is one of money, not new authorizations. 

We in the Department of Agriculture recognize that the rate of 
planting on national forest lands is short of that desirable. We 
further recognize that tree planting on Federal lands is wholly a 
Federal responsibility. But we are also aware that the costs of tree 
planting on the national forests must be considered in relation to not 
only the needs for other national forest activities, but also the overall 
fiancial needs and resources of the Federal Government. Tree plant- 
Ing cannot be considered in a vacuum, and here policy judgments 
must be made, 

Policy is exercised at two points. First, there is the policy question 
of how much of the total Federal dollar should be allocated to the 
national forests; and, second, how much of the national forest dollar 
should be spent on tree planting. In both these matters, the executive 
branch recommends to the Congress and Congress takes the final 
action. 
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If there is any difference of viewpoint between the Department of 
Agriculture and this committee, I believe it would relate not to basic 
lanting needs nor to the fact-that progress needs to be speeded up. 
robably the difference in judgment would be whether enough of the 
Federal dollar goes to the national forests and whether enough of the 
national forest dollar goes to tree planting. 

At the last stocktaking in 1958 we estimated that about 4.4 million 
acres of commercial] timberland make up the backlog of needed na- 
tional forest planting. This is about 5 percent of all the commercial 
forest land on the national forests; or, in another perspective, it is a 
little less than 10 percent of all such lands needing planting in all 
ownerships. 

Such lands are largely nonproductive. They include old burns, 
lands deforested as a result of insects and disease, logged-over areas 
that did not restock, and some storm-damaged forests. 

National forest planting has been speeded up considerably in recent 
years, but even if this trend were to continue it would still take some 
45 years to plant the backlog of 4.4 million acres. Furthermore, there 
are continuing accruals as a result of burns and other causes. Not too 
infrequently the acreage burned on national forests in any given year 
that will need replanting may exceed the total acreage planted in that 


ear. 

The national forest backlog is being planted at a slower rate than 
are lands in any other major ownership class. 

In the “Program for the National Forests,” sent to the Congress a 
year ago, the proposal was to reforest some 3.9 million acres in the 
next 12 years as a key factor in meeting national forest timber goals 
by the end of the century. This would require a speedup in the pres- 
ent rate of backlog planting from 39,000 acres annually to an average 
annual rate for the next 12 years of 325,000 acres. Although this is 
over an eightfold increase, it would be technically feasible from the 
standpoint of manpower, nursery potential, seed supply, site prepara- 
tion, and other prerequisites. 

Finally, the cost of this 12-year reforestation program would be 
about $200 million at 1958 prices, or an average annual expenditure 
of a little over $16 million. This contrasts with about $2.5 million 
available in the current fiscal year. 

The budget estimates combine reforestation and stand improvement 
as one project item. However, for next fiscal year the President’s 
budget includes about $2.5 million for reforestation on the national 
forests. As passed by the House, $2.8 million would be available and 
as passed by the Senate, $4.4 million, with the final amount still to be 
decided. Since 1950, there were 7 years in which the Congress appro- 
priated more for reforestation than was recommended by the budget, 
and in 4 years appropriated less. 

In addition to planned reforestation of the 4.4 million acres of back- 
log that is financed from direct appropriations, there is another and 
wholly separate reforestation program on the national forests. This 
is the planting of timber sale areas under authority of the Knutson- 
Vandenberg Act and financed by deposits required from purchasers of 
national forest timber. Actually this so-called K—V planting is paid 
for by the public through reductions in stumpage prices bid for 
Government timber. 
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Since the start of the Knutson- Vandenberg program, nearly 470,000 
acres have been reforested at a cost of about $12 million. Last fiscal 
year, nearly twice as much acreage was planted under this program 
than was done from direct appropriations. 

Under the Knutson-Vandenberg Act, reforestation must be limited 
to those timber sale areas for which deposits were collected. The 
deposited funds cannot be used to plant up the large acreage of back- 
log that has accumulated over the years. In general it is fair to say 
that most recent cutover areas are being planted as needed under 
this authority and are not being added to the backlog. 

Combining both backlog planting and reforestation of K—V timber 
sales areas, a total of 2.3 million acres of national-forest land has been 
either planted or seeded. The years of greatest activity were 1935-41. 
But in fiscal year 1959, about 112,000 acres were planted, which was: 
more than any year since 1941. The trend of national-forest plant- 
ing has been steadily upward since 1950, and the annual rate has more 
than doubled in that time. 

It is somewhat misleading, however, to emphasize the magnitude 
of present planting and increasing trends, because there is a tendency 
to consider these facts in relation to past accomplishments rather than 
future needs for timber. When placed in proper perspective, there is 
no gainsaying the fact that the present rate of national-forest backlog 
planting should increase about eight times over present levels. 

As to nursery capacity, the Forest Service operates some 13 nurseries 
with capacity to produce enough trees annually to plant about twice 
the acreage planted in 1959. However, if planting is to be stepped up 
as needed, not only will output of existing nurseries need to be raised to 
capacity, but new nurseries also will be needed. At the present time 
four new sites are being planned or developed. 

Although you particularly requested our views on what should be 
| done on the national forests, I would like to comment briefly on tree 
| planting on private and State-owned forest lands. 

The total backlog of plantable area and years required to plant up- 
this acreage, both at the 1958 rate and if recent trends continue, is: 


| These estimates reflect the combined effect of all planting programs,. 

public and private, that are applicable to private and State, county, 
and municipal forest lands. The Department of Agriculture is in- 
volved in several of these programs. There is, of course, substantial 
planting by forest industry carried on by private enterprise and with- 
out public assistance. 

One significant reason for increased planting of private lands in 
| Tecent years has been improved economic incentives, primarily re- 
sulting from higher values for forest products. For example, from 
1940 to 1954 the real price index of lumber rose from 131 to 194, an 
increase of 48 percent. Similarly, the relative price of lumber in 
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relation to materials which ordinarily compete with lumber rose from 
115 in 1940 to 213 in 1954, an increase of 85 percent. 

The programs in which the Department of Agriculture participates, 
primarily on a cost-sharing basis, include cooperative tree distribu- 
tion under section 4 of the Clarke-McNary Act of 1924, the planting 
phases of the agricultural conservation program carried out under the 
Agricultural Adjustment and Allotment Act of 1938, the conservation 
reserve or soil bank program under the Agricultural Act of 1956, and 
flood prevention planting on critically eroding areas under authorities 
of the Flood Contol Act of 1944, the Watershed Protection and Flood 
Prevention Act of 1954, and the watershed program authorized by 
the Agriculture Appropriation Act of 1954. In addition, there are 
certain windbarrier, or shelterbelt, plantings. Planting carried out 
under the Great Plains Conservation Program Act of 1956 comes under 
this category. 

Plantings under the conservation reserve program are conversions 
of cropland to forest lands and thus do not have the effect of reducing 
the backlog of forest land needing planting. They should, however, 
have a favorable effect on future timber supplies. Likewise, planting 
under the various watershed programs may not be on forest land. 

Considering the above-enumerated seven planting programs, the 
Federal Government in 1959 paid about half of the total cost, private 
owners about 40 percent, om the States less than 10 percent. This 
is explained largely by the fact that the two largest programs dollar- 
wise, namely, the agricultural conservation program and the conserva- 
tion reserve, provide for up to 80 percent of Federal cost-sharing. 
Also, tree planting under the 1944 Flood Control Act is financed 100 
percent by Federal expenditures. 

The other major program is cooperative tree distribution under the 
Clarke-McNary Act, and this provides that Federal expenditures in 
any fiscal year shall not exceed those of the States. In recent years 
State expenditures under this program have substantially exceeded 
Federal dollars. For example, in fiscal year 1959 State expenditures 
were well over twice Federal expenditures, and it is estimated that 
in 1960 the ratio will be over 7 to 1. 

In general, the view of the Department of Agriculture is that 
despite the need for an increase in tree planting on State and private 
forest lands, the Federal Government should not at this time assume 
a greater share of the total responsibility than it now bears. The 
reason for this view is that, first of all, the primary responsibility of 
the Federal Government is to the Federal properties which it ad- 
ministers. Secondly, the improved economic picture with respect to 
private forestry has created additional incentives for planting of 
private forest lands, and furthermore, the benefits of such planting 
accrue primarily and directly to the landowner but only secondarily 
to the Federal Government and the public at large. 

That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman, and I would be 
glad to try to answer such questions as you may have. 

The CuHatrman. A number of-questions will be asked you, but we 
wish to have Senator McGee appear and testify now, because he has 
other engagements. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. GALE W. McGEE, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF WYOMING 


Senator McGee. I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the privilege of 
butting in this way. I was late getting here because of another meet- 
ing that we were involved with, and I am catching a plane at 11 
o'clock. I do very much appreciate your consideration and that of 
the members of the committee in permitting my intrusion at this 
point, and I appreciate Mr. Peterson’s courtesy in deferring the ques- 
tion period. 

I am not going to read my statement, in the interest of saving time, 
but ask may it be included in the record. I would only like to say 
two or three things in general that will capture the flavor of it. 

First is, on the matter on which we are meeting here this morning, 
that the distinguished chairman, Senator Murray, is to be commended 
for having taken the leadership in concern over our problem of re- 
forestation in general across the country. 

We have had a number of interesting sessions with the Forest Serv- 
ice on this matter, and I think all of us are united in the conviction 
that here is one of America’s greatest resources, a resource in the 
national interest, a resource in business interest, a resource in human 
interest. We believe that the only way that this resource can be 
properly strengthened and utilized is to be developed rather than 
neglected. 

Our concern here today is that, in all truth, there is a measure of 
neglect that is being enforced from without and not from within 
by those whose charge it is to take care of our forests, a kind of neg- 
ligence that will cost this country very dearly, and it certainly cannot 
be disguised truthfully as “economy.” It is not economy when we 
permit this resource to deteriorate. 

To consider the question alone of reforestation for just a moment, 
if adequate reforestation were undertaken, according to the testi- 
mony submitted to us in the Appropriations Committee by the mem- 
bers of the Forest Service, we should be spending considerably more 
right now, just to break even, just to keep our chins above water on 
this whole operation. 

I think it completely foolish on the part of any government to say 
that it is saving money by cutting down a budget appropriation in 
the realm of reforestation. 

The tables that we have had included from time to time in various 
records, showing how it is going to take us at the present budgetary 
rate to recover deforested areas, is appalling. It has no meaning, be- 
cause the intervals of time are so protracted, long beyond the lives of 
| ost of the men here in this room, and even beyond the terms that 
some here may be expecting to serve in future years. 

For that reason, I think we would do well to reassess our values, 
to remeasure our priorities in terms of what, in all truth, is an invest- 
ment in the national interest, and not. to be detracted from, under the 
guise of budgeteering or budget balancing or budget saving. I think 
this is what is so important. 

There was an editorial in one of the Washington newspapers yester- 
day entitled “The One-Eyed Bookkeeper.” The philosophy con- 
tained in this editorial squares so much with my own philosophy on 
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how we are abusing this great national richness of ours that I would 
like it to be included as a part of my statement, if that is permissible 
Mr. Chairman. ‘ 

The CuatrmMan. It will be permissible, and your full statement wil] 
be carried in the record, of course. 

Senator McGer. Thank you very much. I will not take any more 
ceo the committee. I appreciate the opportunity to appear here 

riefly. 

The Cuairman. Thank you for your very able statement. 

Did you want to ask the Senator some questions ? 

Senator Gruenine. No; but Senator McGee made a very fine state- 
ment. 

(The prepared statement of Senator McGee and the editorial re- 
ferred to follows :) 


STATEMENT or Hon. GALE MCGEEr, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF WyoMING 


’ 


Mr. Chairman, my reason for appearing before the Senate Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs to testify on Senate Joint Resolution 95, which I 
was glad to cosponsor, is that I believe it is time for an effective attack on the 
problem of reforestation. The time has come when we can no longer afford to 
allow one of our great renewable resources to be depleted by fire and other 
ravages of nature, as well as by the carelessness of man, without acting. 

The introduction of this resolution by this committee’s distinguished chair- 
man, Senator James E. Murray, is another example of his continuing concern 
for the conservation of the basic resources upon which our future economy de- 
pends, and I want to commend him for his leadership. He was among the first 
of our Nation’s leaders to point out the wastefulness of economy at the expense 
of adequate resource development, and his record is replete with examples of 
his constructive foresight, such as 8S. 2549, the Resources and Conservation Act 
of 1960. 

In the field of reforestation, he has reminded us that the average number of 
acres reforested each year during the Eisenhower administration has been lower 
than the average number of acres reforested each year during the Hoover admin- 
istration and has been many times lower than the average number of acres refor- 
ested each year during the 1930’s, when Franklin Delano Roosevelt was Presi- 
dent. 

Last year, as a member of the Appropriations Committee, I listened with great 
interest when the National Forest Service described to the committee a program 
for the national forests for which they intended to begin asking appropriations 
during the current session. The program envisaged a stepped-up rate of refor- 
estation which would have resulted in the expenditure over a 12-year period of 
$375 million on this vital project. It was contemplated that the level of refor- 
estation expenditure under this program would be stepped up each year, begit- 
ning with an addition of $2,290,000 this year until a maximum annual rate of 
expenditure of just over $40 million was reached at the end of the fifth year 
of the program. 

When the fiscal year 1961 budget for the Forest Service was presented to Con- 
gress, I was alarmed to note that the reforestation program had not been pro- 
vided for even during its first year, and that instead of the $2,290,000 required 
to keep it on schedule the administration had requested only $210,000. 

I place in the record of the Interior appropriations hearing a table which had 
been prepared by the Forest Service at the request of Senator Murray which 
showed that if the reforestation program continued at approximately the present 
rate not only would we fail to accomplish the reforestation in 12 years, but that 
in many States we would not accomplish it for hundreds of years. This table 
showed that in Montana reforestation would take over 200 years; in Wyoming 
about 400 years; in California about 700 years; in New Mexico over 1,100 years; 
in Arizona just about 1,500 years; and, worst of all, in Colorado well over 7,000 
years. Dr. Richard E. McArdle, Chief of the Forest Service, admitted in his 
testimony that “we are not even keeping abreast of the situation.” 

This refusal by the administration to request funds for its own program is all 
the more alarming when one reflects that, after all, our national forests are 4 





ACCELERATION OF THE REFORESTATION PROGRAMS 47 


yery profitable source of Federal income, because timber is in demand. Timber 
is going to be in greater and greater demand during the coming decades, but we 
are asked to be satisfied with a program which allows us to sink into a position 
where it will be impossible to meet this demand because such a program is 
“economical.” 

It is a matter of pride to me that I was able to participate in the action of 
the Interior Subcommittee of the Senate Appropriations Committee which re- 
sulted in an increase being provided in the Senate Interior appropriations bill 
which will allow the program for the national forests to proceed on schedule. 
I cannot claim leadership in this successful fight because the real leaders were 
Senator Murray, of this committee, and Senator Hayden, of the Appropriations 
Committee. This bill has passed the Senate, and I hope very sincerely that this 
program will survive intact the conference with the House. It represents the 
answer of the majority in the Senate to a very real challenge. 

Yesterday an editorial appeared in the Washington Post entitled “The One- 
Eyed Bookkeeper.” This editorial discussed an argument by Mr. Maurice Stans, 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget, on behalf of the administration, that we 
could not afford a one-tenth of 1 percent increase in the budget for an adequate 
program to conserve our soil. I should like to request that this editorial be 
placed in the record of this hearing at this point because it illustrates the type 
_ of thinking which is represented by the administration’s extraordinary perform- 
ance in refusing to request money for its own reforestation program. It seems 
to me that we should all work together to see that we provide America with the 
resource tools we will need for an adequate economic future. There can be no 
basic. political justification for an “economy” which weakens the strength of 
our Nation and makes it vulnerable to the enemies we shall face tomorrow. 


{From the Washington Post, Apr. 21, 1960] 


THE ONE-EYED BOOKKEEPER 


Budget Director Stans has given his usual lecture on Federal spending to 
the National Watershed Congress, assembled here. What it boils down to is 
that the United States cannot afford a one-tenth of 1 percent increase in the 
budget for an adequate program to conserve its soil. Such a program would 
cost about $100 million a year in Federal aid in place of the $20 million included 
in the President’s budget. 

Mr. Stans’ strictures are generally disappointing for their failure to take 
into account the national potential for more adequate Federal spending, a 
failure that semes to derive from his conclusion that there is simply no way to 
increase the flow of revenues to the Treasury. Just why Congress and the 
country should allow him his self-appointed role of defender of the Internal 
Revenue Act is incomprehensible enough. But an even greater mystery is that 
so accomplished a bookkeeper as Mr. Stans persists in looking at only one side 
of his ledger. 

In this case, as on pollution control and other programs, he fails to reckon the 
cost of Federal inaction. What value does he place upon the country’s natural 
resources? In his books, no value at all seems to have been assigned. Thus 
he can concentrate on saving dollars and forget about the erosion of every- 
thing from the Nation’s educational plant to the very earth on which it lives. 
We aren’t against sound bookkeeping, but we think the Budget Bureau’s meth- 
ods have failed to grow with its policy-reviewing responsibilities. 


‘ Senator Grurntne. I would like to ask Mr. Peterson a few ques- 
ions, 


Mr. Peterson, are you satisfied with the progress that is being 
made in reforestation and replanting in the national forests? 


STATEMENT OF ERWIN PETERSON, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 
AGRICULTURE—Resumed 


Mr. Pererson. I take it you are asking my personal opinion, Sen- 
ator Gruening. 
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Senator Grurenine. Yes, I am, because I realize that the opinion 
one expresses officially is not necessarily one’s own personal convic- 
tion. ; 

Mr. Pererson. I am neither satisfied with the progress we are mak- 
ing on tree planting nor with the progress we are making totally in 
bringing these properties to their most productive and fruitful state. 

Senator Gruenine. I wish that these personal opinions, such as 
your opinion, which I fully share, although I lack the expert knowl- 
edge that you have, could be conveyed to the administration. I think 
we face a very serious crisis in this country by undervaluing the im- 
portance of preserving, conserving, and amplifying our natural re- 
sources, one of the greatest of which is timber resources. 

I am glad to see the Congress increasing the budgetary amount. 
I think this is not an expenditure in any literal sense of the word. 
This is an investment in the future. I am hopeful that the Congress 
will continue to do that. 

If you look at the figures by decades of what was done in national 
forest planting, you see a tremendous contrast with what was done in 
the 1930’s and what was done in the 1950’s. Here we are, in the face 
of a population explosion which clearly indicates that we are going 
to have far greater demands, and we are not meeting them. I would 
like to state that for the record. 

I am sorry that the Department sees fit to report adversely on this 
particular resolution. I think that it is possible that the States 
should do more, but I think, nevertheless, we should go on forward 
on every front. I know nothing that is more important for the fu- 
ture of our country than to preserve and to amplify our natural re- 
sources. It is a tremendous heritage. 

Mr. Pererson. If I might interrupt at that point, Senator. 

You said it was important, in your judgment, that we progress on 
every front. I subscribe to that statement, and confine my remarks 
now to the forestry fronts—and there are several of them. 

At the present time, when we plant trees, we are planting trees 
largely as nature produced them. We are on the edge, in my judg- 
ment, of the opening of the chemical age in the use of wood. We are 
not yet using wood extensively in this way, unless you wish to include 
paper use as a feature of the chemical use of wood. 

But we have genetic nurseries where we are developing types of 
trees that are faster growing trees, that are better clk trees in 
terms of fiber, in terms of wood. That program is somewhat in its 
infancy, although it has a great backlog of history. 

It is my opinion, from having talked with our geneticists and our 
chemists and other people in research, that we must relate the pro- 
jected future use of wood to the kinds of trees that are to be planted. 
Thus, it seems to me that it is important not only to plant trees but to 
plant particular kinds of trees for particular end uses. 

We found a tree, for example, in our forest survey in Mississipp|, 
which in 40 years would grow as much fiber as the run-of-the-mill 
tree would grow in 70 years. We are developing a seed orchard from 
that one find. That, too, was a tree as nature produced it. We think 
we can tailor make trees. This means that not only must we carry 
forward tree planting, partly for the watershed values on these pres 
ently denuded lands, although there are some good growth sites that 
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could stand planting, too; but along with the planting we must de- 
velop better trees and develop end uses for those trees and relate our 
planting to the kind of tree and to the kind of use to which that tree 
is to be put. 

We have another problem, and particularly is this true on the small 
non-Federal, non ublic ownership. Many of those ownerships have 
been cut over. The kinds of trees growing on those ownerships at 
the present time may have very limited usefulness, or uneconomical 
value. Therefore, we must, it seems to me, push our research to find 
economic use for those somewhat decadent forests so that there will 
be an economic incentive for the landowner to remove them, and then 
to replant the area with the kinds of trees that will meet subsequent 
end uses. 

Thus, your statement that we must move on several fronts, I think, 
is entirely relevant to this discussion of the tree-planting problem. 

Senator Grugeninc. Thank you very much, Mr, Peterson. 

I have no other questions. 

The CuatrmMan. Are there any other questions? 

Senator Fone. Mr. Peterson, I do gather from you that you do not 
favor what you have given us here in your printed testimony, that it 
conflicts with your personal opinion ? 

Mr. Peterson. No, Senator Fong; it does not conflict with my per- 
sonal opinion. 

I recognize that the sponsors of this resolution have essentially the 
same desire that I do, to advance forestry, forest management, forest 
protection, bringing these lands to a full state of productivity. The 
burden of my argument with respect to the resolution is that it is not 
necessarily needed. The problem is one of money, and therefore it 
becomes one of judgment, when all the fiscal obligations of the Fed- 
eral Government are looked at in one package. 

I do not sit in a place where I can look at all of the fiscal problems 
of the Federal Government. I only look where I sit. And as I said, 
I am not satisfied with the rate of progress that we are making in the 
whole development of the public forests, or in the national forest 
system. 

Senator Fone. In your opinion, you feel that the programs we have 
now are sufficient, except that we do not have enough men to carry 
them out ? 

Mr. Peterson. That is correct. 

Senator Fone. In your estimation, how much do you need to carry 

out the present programs that you have? 
_ Mr. Pererson. On the national forests themselves, that figure is 
incorporated in the program for the national forests which was sent 
to the Congress slightly over a year ago. I believe the tree planting 
figure comes out to $16 million annually for the next 12 years. 

Senator Fone. And has the Congress seen fit to give you the amount 
that you have asked ? 

Mr. Peterson. The Congress in 7 of the past 11 years has given 
more than has been requested, and in 4 of the last 11 years, less. 

Senator Fone. Recent years, how has the appropriation been? 

Mr. Peterson. In recent years the appropriation made by the Con- 
gress, as I recall, has been more than the budget request. 





> 


50 ACCELERATION OF THE REFORESTATION PROGRAMS 


Senator Fone. And with the budget request that you have now, are 
you satisfied that that will carry out the program which you have 
in mind ? 

Mr. Pererson. The budget request presently before the Congress, 
as it appears in the President’s budget, does not meet the require- 
ments as we presented them in the program for the national forests 
a little over a year ago. That program, as I indicated, would require 
an expenditure for this purpose of about $16 million annually. — 

Senator Fone. And what has been the budget recommendation? 

Mr. Pererson. The budget recommendation includes about $2.5 
million. 

Senator Fone. So there is a difference of $13.5 million. 

Mr. Pererson. There is a difference of $13.5 million; yes, sir. 

Senator Dworsuaxk. Mr. Secretary, I share the general concern in 
accelerating reforestation. I think that, first, the Department, cer- 
tainly in the management of our forest lands, recognizes the economic 
values of such a program, and I think the Congress, regardless of 
the budget recommendations, will provide the necessary funds to 
carry this program forward as rapidly as is feasible. 

I should like to call your attention to the other side of the coin in 
this matter. 

In Idaho our main problem is not reforestation: it is to build access 
roads to penetrate areas where there is overripe and deteriorating 
timber, which becomes subject to pests of all kinds and possible de- 
struction. 

Is that not a problem that should concern us at this time just as 
much as reforestation? And if so, are you satisfied with the progress 
ae is being made in the building of access roads to harvest mature 
timber ? 

Mr. Pererson. Senator Dworshak, I think the harvesting of the 
timber already grown and available for harvest is, if anything, more 
important than planting some of the areas that are involved and that 
need replanting. I am certainly not satisfied with the progress that 
we have made in building access roads. 

May I move to another area? 

In the State of Alaska, in Senator Gruening’s State, there is a 
forest, largely Sitka spruce and hemlock, in southern Alaska, which 
should have been harvested many years ago. Within recent years 
we have made several large long-term timber sales which we have 
negotiated with managing concerns, resulting in the placement of 
industry in Alaska which will use that forest. 

Now, those are good growing sites. We need to get that timber 
removed so that a new forest can begin to develop up there 

In my home State of Oregon and in the Douglas-fir belt, from 
Canada clear to the middle of. California, it is my judgment that we 
could take out 10 percent of some existing stands and have a better 
forest left than when we started. 

Senator Dworsuax. My concern is, what can we do to build these 
necessary access roads? Are we making the progress we should, or 
is there some complacency in pursuing this program ?—that is, it is 
on the part of the Department or on the part of Congress. 

r. Pererson. I cannot say there is complacency either in the De- 
partment or in the Congress. Certainly, there have been many dis- 
cussions in the Congress, and many actions. The chairman of this 
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| committee has been very active, as have a number of other Senators 

| and Congressmen, in this business of roads. And in the program that 

we sent to the Congress a year ago, we laid out the whole program of 

} need, and subsequently indicated the financing required. _ 

| This is a very difficult pee It is one on which I think we are 

| making some progress. Like reer others, I am impatient. I would 
like to make progress faster. But I must again say do not sit where 

I can evaluate all of the problems of the Federal budget. I can only 
make the best arguments that I can to get as much as I can for this 
program in which I believe so strongly. 

Senator DworsHaxk. Of course, we can build our access roads pro- 
gram only at a logical, feasible rate, because if we moved too rapidly 
and marked more timber than there was a demand for, we might de- 
press prices also. 

Mr. Peterson. That is true. 

I think the point you raise, however, indicates quite clearly what I 
tried to say earlier; that we cannot just iy trees or build roads 
or do research. We have to do all of these things in an orderly 
balanced, progressive fashion. 

In your State you have a great deal of livestock grazing. We have 
a tremendous problem of building up the range in your State so as 
to permit a healthier and more extensive livestock industry. The 
same is true in most of the Western States. It is certainly true in 
Montana. 

Senator DworsHak. Last fall I spent about a week in the U.S. 
forests in Oregon and Idaho on inspection trips with officials from 
the regional office out of Missoula, Mont. I was impressed by some 
of the programs, and yet I could sense, recognizing how long it re- 
quires to grow trees, that we must look far ahead and do some of the 
reforesting now and not wait until some future time and then expect 
overnight to reforest those denuded areas. 

Again, may I ask you to emphasize what you think may be done at 
this time, if anything, in an overall way to improve the administration 
of our forests: fires, the marketing of overripe timber, and then re- 
forestation. What can be done at this time? 

Mr. Peterson. We have resources, the personnel and the organiza- 
tion, I think, to do a great deal, Senator Dworshak, and there is a 
market available for a very considerable amount of timber. The 
problem, as I say in my formal statement, comes down essentially 
to one of money. 

I would like to make reference, too, to this balance that I spoke 
of earlier, with respect particularly to northern Idaho and western 
em an area that produces a very sizable amount of white pine 
timber, 

_ You are familiar with the pine blister rust. We set out a planta- 
tion, a replanting on a denuded area of white pine, and we have a 
terrible time saving those plantations from being eliminated through 
blister rust. 

Just recently we have uncovered what we think is a new technique. 
It is a chemical that we use in treating the trees, and it is fairly eco- 
nomical and cheaper than what we have been doing for years. 
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This indicates to us, now that we can protect the white pine planta- 
tions, that we might successfully reforest many of those denuded 
areas. . 

In Senator Murray’s State there are some very sizable burns, up 
against the Canadian line. Those areas need replanting. They are 
good white pine sites, but the research we have done now gives us a 
better tool, gives us a chance to protect those stands. This is the kind 
of thing I had reference to when I spoke of the need for a balanced 
abs ram of research, utilizing what we have, building roads, building 

acilities, taking care of recreation and grazing. These things must 
go forward together, it seems to me. 

Senator Dworsuak. You are aware of the fact that the Senate 
Serre Committee added additional funds in excess of the 
budget to accelerate this long-range program which was presented 
about a year ago by your Department; are you not? 

Mr. Prererson. [am aware of that, Senator, yes. 

Senator DworsHax. I am hopeful that the House will cooperate, and 
that we can get these additional funds to accelerate this entire 
program. 

If that is done, I think we will have made more progress in a few 
years than has been made in many, many years in the past. Do you 
agree with that? 

Mr. Prrerson. I am confident, Senator Dworshak, if the program 
that we sent to the Congress last year is fully implemented, that by 
the time the Nation’s population reaches the figure that was mentioned 
here earlier this morning, the national forests will at that time be 
returning to the Public Treasury a very considerable amount of dol- 
lars in excess of what they will at that time be costing to manage. 

Senator DworsHaxk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any other questions? 

Senator Grurenine. I would like to ask another question. 

The House increased the authorization for forest growth by $15 
million. Can you use that money? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes, sir. 

" rey GRUENING. I am glad you can. I hope it stays in the 
udget. 

Senator Fone. Mr. Secretary, according to this resolution here, it 
calls for the planting of 4,800,000 acres per year for the next 10 vears. 

Has the Bureau estimated what that cost would be? 

Mr. Pererson. I do not have that figure. 

Mr. Crafts, do you have it ? 

Two hundred million dollars, Mr. Crafts tells me, for the full 
period for the national forests alone. 

Excuse me; let me start over. You asked what it would cost to 
reforest the total area, Federal and non-Federal, needing replanting! 

Senator Fone. Talking about this resolution calling for 4,800,000 
acres per year for 10 years. 

Mr. Prrerson. That would cover the Federal property only. And 
our figure is approximately $16 million per year. 

Senator Fone. $16 million per year will do this job? 

Mr. Pererson. On the national forests. 

Senator Fone. But this calls for more than the national forests. 
It calls for $560,000 on the national forests, $240,000 for State forests, 
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and $4 million for privately owned lands. That is on page 2, third 
paragraph. ere) 

Mr. Pererson. We do not have a cost figure for this third para- 
graph on page 2, Senator. , 

Senator Fone. You have no estimate as to what this would cost? 

Mr. Peterson. No, sir. 

Senator Fone. But in your opinion you feel that $15.5 million more 
than the amount recommended by the Budget Bureau will do the 
job you have under the various programs ? 

Mr. Pererson. Just for the national forest lands alone. 

Senator Fone. Just for the national forests? 

Mr. Peterson. Yes, sir; just for the national forests alone, Senator. 

As I said earlier, on the non-Federal properties, the small owner- 
ships presently have little economic value. I think that our utilization 
research has as one of its principal challenges the need to find ways to 
economically use the kind of timber which is on those lands, so that the 
landowners will be justified in removing it and replanting with higher 
grade, higher value trees. This is part of the problem. 

Senator Martin. I have a question, Mr. Chairman, of Mr. Peterson. 

The CHarrman. Yes. 

Senator Martin. You comment that the present program or pro- 
grams are adequate, but that the deficiency now centers around funds,. 
the lack of funds. Would not section 2 of this Senate joint resolution 
have a bearing on that, or is it hemmed around until it would not 
provide the needed additional funds ? 

Mr. Pererson. I have no way of knowing what impact the resolu- 
tion might have upon subsequent appropriations. I know of many 
authorizations for various and sundry programs and many pieces of 
legislation which have been enacted in the past, and I know of none of 
them where the subsequent budgeting in this or preceding administra- 
tions has followed the authorizations. 

Senator Fone. Could you give us an estimate on this, after you go 
back to your office and work on it? 

Mr. Pererson. Senator Fong, I know of no way that we could make 
an intelligent estimate on the some 48 million acres of non-Federal 
lands. These are in all kinds of ownerships. Some of them are in 
small to large industrial ownerships. Most of them, I believe, are in 
small farm ownerships running anywhere from 20 acres up to perhaps 
100, 200 acres, in individual ownership. ‘They cover all kinds of tim- 
ber sites, both deciduous and coniferous timber. Some of it has little 
or no economic value. Some of it has considerable economic value. 

We would be glad to try, but I doubt that we could give you a figure 
that would be particularly intelligent. 

The CuatrMAn. Does that conclude your questions ? 

Senator Fone. Yes, it does. 

The Cuarrman. The time is growing late, so I will ask only one 
question, Mr. Peterson. 

I would like to ask you, can we fulfill the goals of a national forest 
program. without reforesting the 4 million acres now needing plant- 
ing? 

Mr. Peterson. That reforestation of the 4-million-plus acres is a 
part of the national forest program, Senator Murray, and it must be 
(one if the goal of the whole program is to be achieved. 
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The Cuatrman. Thank you very much for your statement, Mr, 
Peterson. 

Mr. Peterson. Thank you very much, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Then, Mr. Phillip Hughes and Mr. Carl Schwartz 
of the Bureau of the Budget. Do you wish to make a statement? 


STATEMENT OF PHILLIP S. HUGHES, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, OFFICE 
OF LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, ACCOM. 
PANIED BY CARL H. SCHWARTZ, CHIEF, RESOURCES AND CIVIL 
WORKS DIVISION 


Mr. Hueues. Mr. Chairman, we do not have a prepared statement, 
We are here at your request to respond to questions, if you wish. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any questions of these gentlemen ? 

I guess we have no questions at the present time. You are not 
prepared to make any statement? 

r. Hucues. Mr. Chairman, we have corresponded with you on 
this subject of Senate Joint Resolution 95. We hope that the letters 
that the Director has written to you set forth our position and the 
administration’s position with respect to the resolution. We do not 
feel, in the interests of your time, that we have anything to add at this 
point, but we of course are available if you wish. 

Senator Gruenine. I would like to ask a question. 

Do you pass on this program? Do you personally have something 
to do with passing on the program? 

Mr. Huaues. My position, Senator, is as Assistant Director for 
Legislative Reference in the Bureau of the Budget. Mr. Schwartz 
is the Division Chief of the Resources and Civil Works Division. We 
are staff in the Bureau, and we play a part as staff in the budget 
processes and in the legislative clearance processes. The final de- 
cisions budgetwise, are the responsibility of the Director of the Bu- 
reau of the Budget, the Secretary of Agriculture in this instance, and 
the President, of course. We do play a part in this. 

That is not a very definitive answer, but I think it is accurate. 

Senator Gruentnc. Well, I note that the budget carries an increase 
of only $210,000 for reforestation instead of a sum slightly more, 10 
times in excess of that, namely, $2,290,000, which would have kept 
the program for the national forests on schedule. 

How do you justify that? 

Mr. Hueues. I think Mr. Peterson set forth very cogently the con- 
siderations here. The problem, as he pointed out, is one of balancing 
the budget, and the demands for additional funds. As he pointed 
out, these are conflicting not only within the Department of Agri- 
culture but outside the Department. The decisions as to the alloca- 
tion of funds within the budget totals, the portion of the budget that 
should be surplus or deficit, as the case may be, are very difficult de- 
cisions that must be made, of course, ultimately by the President. 

In this instance I think it is pretty obvious that judgment differs, 
as it can, very widely, as to whether the decisions were wise ones with 
regard to this program. But after a weighing of the evidence, the 
President and his advisers in this area concluded that the funds that 
were allocated to this program, in balance with other demands on 
the budget, were the proper amount. 





ACCELERATION OF THE REFORESTATION PROGRAMS 55 


Senator Gruenine. Has it ever occurred to the Budget that some 
' substantial reduction might be made in the foreign forestry program, 
» which is not reduced ever by the administration, but which is sent 
down with a request that it not be cut one dime, as Senator Mansfield 
said, whereas these programs are cut 70 percent, virtually eliminated ? 

Mr. Hueues. I am certain, Senator, that the competing demands 
of domestic and foreign programs were very surety weighed, not 
' only by the Director, but by the President, and that the decisions 
» reached as to the amounts which should be allocated each way were 
| yery considered decisions. 

Senator GrueNntNG. Well, I want to go on record to say that I 
think the disparity, the contrast between the attitude of this ad- 
ministration and the Budget Bureau toward foreign appropriation 
and domestic appropriation is positively shocking. I think the very 
) least we could expect is that the domestic interests would rate as 
high as the foreign interests; but that is not the case. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any other questions? 

Thank you for your —— here this morning. | 

We have two gentlemen here from the Department of the Interior, 


Mr. John Shanklin and Mr. Woozley. 
Will you come forward, please. 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD WOOZLEY, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF LAND 
MANAGEMENT, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, ACCOMPANIED 
BY JOHN F. SHANKLIN, STAFF ASSISTANT TO ASSISTANT SECRE- 
TARY ERNST; AND GEORGE S. KEPHART, CHIEF, BRANCH OF 
FORESTRY, BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 


Mr. SHanxuin. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Woozley is our principal wit- 
ness. We also have Mr. Kephart here from the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, who will answer any questions on the Indian service. 

The CuatrMAN. Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Woozley ? 

Mr. Wooztey. No,sir. The Department of the Interior has submit- 
+ ted its report, Mr. Chairman, and we do not have a prepared 
| statement. 

' We appreciate the opportunity, however, to appear before your 

committee, the members of the committee, to discuss the problems on 
' reforestation and other related problems in forestry that we find in 
| the Department of Interior. I can only speak for the Bureau of 
Land Management, Mr. Chairman. 

We feel that we would not object to this joint resolution, although 
we believe that the Department of the Interior, particularly the Bu- 
reau of Land Management, is making satisfactory progress in a 
balanced program. 

We are working very closely with the O. & C. counties in Oregon, 
on approximately 2 million acres of intensely managed forest lands, 
and we are talking about approximately 25 million acres in the West- 
om Seat including the O. & C., and about 125 million acres in 

aska; 

Only since 1948 has there been a program on the unreserved public 
domain lands, when the Bureau of Land Management was formulated 

om the grazing service and the general land office. 





56 ACCELERATION OF THE REFORESTATION PROGRAMS 


So, what inventories, sales, management, roadbuilding, and re- 
forestation has been done has been principally in the last 6 or 7 
years on those lands. ‘ 

In the O. & C. lands the progress has been very marked since about 
1956, when the O. & C. counties voluntarily contributed back one- 
third of the moneys they received from the returns from timber on 
their lands. 

We are presently reforesting through plantings and seedings about 
35,000 acres a year; the cost for site improvement, seeding, and 
planting approximately $25 an acre. So we are actually, in our 
program now, expending about $430,000 a year in reforestation, and 
in the 10-year program contemplated in this resolution, we would 
be at current, except for the cuttings which now are being seeded, 
actually on about 50 percent of those cuttings. 

So we believe, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, that 
the Department of the Interior, and particularly the Bureau of Land 
Management, has no objection, and that we are making satisfactory 
progress. 

We would be pleased to try to answer any questions any of you 
gentlemen might have. We have Mr. Harn, Gerald Harn, who is 
my accounting staff officer for forestry with us, and he is very fa- 
miliar with all the details of our forestry program. We would be 
pleased to try to attempt to answer any questions you might have. 

The CuatrmMan. Are there any questions? 

Senator Lusk. Mr. Chairman ? 

Could you tell me, for my own information roughly what is the 
dividing line between the jurisdiction of the Department of Agri- 
culture and that of the Department of the Interior with respect to 
forests ? 

Mr. Wooztry. Of course, speaking for the BLM, the Bureau of 
Land Management, Senator Lusk, the dividing line is, because the 
reserve forest lands are actually withdrawn or purchased for preser- 
vation. The lands that we manage, except the O. & C. lands, are 
the unreserved, unappropriated public domain lands that are left. 
the remnants of the public domain. We are managing those in the 
best manner possible with the idea that those lands are reservoirs for 
a higher use of one is ever developed. We are constantly transfer- 
ring title of those to the States, to municipalities, counties, and other 
governmental agencies, and to private individuals, under the various 
land laws: the Homestead Act, the Desert Lands Act, Small Tract, 
the Public Purposes and Recreation Act; and that is not possible on 
the reserve lands which the U.S. Forest Service in the Department ot 
Agriculture administers. 

Senator Lusk. Thank you. 

The Cuatrman. A year ago I requested the Interior Department 
to furnish our committee with a long-range program. We have not 
received that. Can you tell us why it has not been prepared ? 

Mr. Wooztry. The long-range program for the Bureau of Land 
Management, Senator Murray, has been prepared, and was submitted 
to the Department about on schedule. I think we had promised you 
and the committee that we would submit it approximately the first 
of February. That was submitted in draft form to the Department 
and is being considered at the departmental level. I cannot say 
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where in the Department it is. I do not know. But the draft has 
been prepared. 

The CHatrMan. Thank you very much for your statement. 

Do you have any other observations you wish to make, either of 
you? 

* Mr. Kernart. No, Mr. Chairman, unless you have some questions 
on the Indian service. 

Senator GruENtING. I would like to ask Mr. Woozley a question. 

Is a program of reforestation underway in the public domain in 
Alaska ? 

As you know, there has been very extensive destruction by forest 
fires during past years, and it is only in relatively recent years that 
there has been an effective fire control service up there. I am very 
clad that there is, although we feel that the funds that are provided 
are never quite adequate. 

But in most areas which have been burned over, is there any pro- 
gram now for reforestation, or is it just being allowed to take its 
natural course ? 

Mr. Wooztey. It is being reforested naturally. We do not have 
the research, Senator, that would justify the expenditure of any re- 
forestation money at this time. 

There is another factor involved, of which I am sure you are very 
aware, that some 103.5 million acres will be selected by the State of 
| Alaska, and there is some question about whether or not many of these 
areas will not be selected by the State. 

So we are presently working cooperatively with the State to deter- 
mine which areas will remain in Federal ownership and which will 
go to the State of Alaska, and just what should be done in the way of 
reforesting those particular areas. 

Senator GruEntne. Thank you very much, Mr. Woozley. Thank 
you very much for your statements. 

Senator Jennings Randolph is here. 

Do you wish to make a statement, Senator ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. JENNINGS RANDOLPH, A U.S. SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA 


Senator Ranpotpx. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and my colleagues, 
members of the subcommittee. It is not my purpose to infringe ex- 
cessively upon the time of the committee this morning. I do wish, 
however, by my presence and by my cosponsorship of Senate Joint 
Resolution 95, to indicate that I am dissatisfied, and I think the 
citizens of West Virginia are dissatisfied, with the apparent lack of 
areal reforestation program. 

We think that progress is too haphazard, that there is a hit-and- 
miss effort, and that the record of the administration in matters of 
nate is not one of a substantial nature in the way that we 
(desire, 

The most diligent and able assistant majority leader, Senator Mike 
Mansfield of Montana, for himself and for our distinguished colleague 
trom New Mexico, Senator Clinton Anderson—I think certainly he is 
one of the outstanding authorities on conservation—made an irrefu- 
table case for Senate Joint Resolution 95 when he addressed the Senate 
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last Wednesday. I have read the text of those remarks, and I have 
studied very carefully the statistical matter and the correspondence 
which supplement Teonane Anderson’s presentation. This speech 
and documentation are found on pages 7751 through 7757 of the 
record on April 20, 1960. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my privilege to state that I associate myself 
with the remarks of the Senators from Montana and New Mexico, 
and also with the remarks given, in addition to those that I have 
mentioned, by the junior Senator from Wyoming, Mr. McGee. He 
spoke following the remarks of the assistant majority leader. 

I think Senator McGee summarized admirably when he declared 
that it is folly to govern by budget instead of in the light of the 
need for productive resources. 

Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, I believe, and T truly believe, 
that in Senate Joint Resolution 95, it should be declared the policy 
of Congress to establish the legal basis, not for this hit-and-miss, hap- 
hazard work that is now moving forward, but that we have a declared 
policy of establishing a basis for a continuing program for the needed 
reforestation of Federal, State, and private lands, so that we can ac- 
ommpene the planting of 48 million idle and nonproductive acres, by 
accelerating and supplementing existing reforestation programs 


which will be administered by the Secretaries of Agriculture and In- 
terior during the ensuing 10 years commencing July 1, 1960. 

Mr. Chairman, I therefore urge the early reporting if, in your 
good judgment and good conscience, that is in the public interest, 
of Senate Joint Resolution 95. I can give assurance, if it is helpful, 


that I will vigorously support its adoption in the Senate as a matter 
of high priority and of significant national interest. 

Mr. Chairman, with your permission, my colleague, Senator Robert 
C. Byrd, would like at this point in the hearing to have a statement 
made a part of the record, a statement which he had hoped to present 
personally, but which he has asked me to have included. 

The CuHarrMan. The statement will be incorporated in the record 
at the conclusion of your remarks. 

Senator Ranpotex. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to be with you. 
You actively conduct a hearing so that the facts are developed. 

The CuHarrMan. Have you a prepared statement you wish to put 
in the record ? 

Senator Rannotpn. The remarks that I have made are all that I 
desire to be in the record, and I am grateful that you have given me 
the opportunity to talk in this manner. 

The Cuarrman. We appreciate your appearance here this morning 
and thank you for your statement. 

Senator Ranpotpu. Are there any questions you think some mem- 
ber or members might ask ? 

The Cuarrman. I have none. You have done such a fine job 
explaining the need. Are there any other questions? 

enator RanpotpuH. I thank you, my colleagues. 

Thank you, Senator Murray. 

(The statement of Senator Byrd of West Virginia, presented for 
inclusion in the record by Senator Randolph, is as follows :) 
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STATEMENT OF HON. Ropert C. Byrrp, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF WEST 
VIRGINIA 


Last year before the Appropriations Committee, the Forest Service outlined 
a program for the national forests, for which the Service intended to begin 
asking appropriations during the current session of Congress. This program 
was presented to Congress with the full backing of the administration and 
carried with it at least the implied promise that the administration, having eu- 
joyed the publicity which surrounded its presentation, would surely request the 
money to carry it out. 

Those of us who are concerned with the future of our national forests awaited 
anxiously the administration’s budget requests for fiscal 1961 to see whether 
the administration would carry out its promise on the proposed appropriation. 
We were convinced that the program was a sound one, especially since we knew 
that the future would bring a vastly increased demand for the harvestable 
timber in our national forests which would result, therefore, in a very sub- 
stantial increase in Federal revenues. 

I was disappointed to note that the budget carried with it an increase of only 
$210,000 for reforestation instead of the $2,290,000 which would have kept the 
program for the national forests on schedule. I was even more disappointed 
when I heard Assistant Secretary of Agriculture Peterson testify before the 
Interior Subcommittee of the Senate Appropriations Committee that the Forest 
Service had not even asked for the necessary funds because, as was admitted, 
the Budget Bureau had placed an impervious seal upon the expenditures of the 
Agriculture Department. 

Dr. Richard McArdle, Chief of the Forest Service, further testified that, at 
the rate contemplated by the budget, we were not only failing to keep up with 
the reforestation which is needed, but were falling even further behind. 

A table which was submitted for the record of the hearing by Senator McGee, 
and which was prepared by the Forest Service itself, shows that at the present 
rate, it will take well over 400 years to plant the reforestable acres which now 
need planting in West Virginia. This is a far cry indeed from the 12 years 
which the Forest Service allowed itself in the original program. 

If we are chained to a program which takes over 400 years in West Virginia 
and many more years in other States, we will some day be in the position not 
only of having no more wood for structural material, but also of having so 
denuded our watersheds as to cut our Nation’s water supply drastically. 

According to the table I have just mentioned, if we continue to plant trees at 
the present rate it will take 150 years to do the job in Minnesota, over 700 years 
in Arkansas, and well over 1,700 years in Alabama. We cannot wait for cen- 
turies to pass before we secure the resources we need. The Census Bureau tells 
us that we are going to have a population of 325 million by the year 2000, and 
the Senate Select Committee on National Water Resources has recently pub- 
lished a fact sheet which indicates that this population will consume over 600 
million gallons of water per day. It is remarkable that the administration 
thinks we can protect the watersheds which must make this water available 
with a reforestation program that falls further and further behind. 

Under the leadership of the distinguished chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee, Senator Hayden, the Interior Subcommittee, and the full committee 
reported a bill which includes the funds to keep the program for the national 
forests on schedule. It will be interesting indeed to see whether the administra- 
tion will accept this bill when it passes Congress and is placed upon the Presi- 
dent’s desk. If the bill is not accepted, it will be just one more instance of 
Pennywise, pound foolish philosophy. 

Only a cynical administration could refuse to ask for and then refuse to approve 
the funds necessary to carry out a program the administration, itself, initiated. 

According to the latest figures, the gross national product of the United 
States reached a yearly rate of $498 billion in the January-March quarter of this 
year. These figures were released on April 20 by the President’s own Council 
of Economic Advisers. They illustrate the compounded futility of an adminis- 
tration which is afraid to ask for $2,080,000 for reforestation when the Nation’s 
income is at an alltime high. 

This administration is obsessed with budget-balancing econmies. It is taking 
a reckless gamble with our children’s prosperity. I am pleased to be a Member 
of the majority in the Senate because that majority has proved itself responsible 
to the needs of America’s future. 
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The Cuarrman. This will conclude the hearing this morning, then, 

The record will remain open for 5 days for additional statements, 
so that if anyone wishes to make a statement, if he will submit it to the 
committee, it will be incorporated in the hearings. 

That concludes the meeting this morning. 

(Whereupon, at 11:35 a.m., the hearing adjourned subject to call.) 

(Subsequent to the close of the hearing the following exhibits were 
received and were ordered placed in the record :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. JOHN STENNIS, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE oF 
MISSISSIPPI 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to appear before your committee 
in support of Senate Resolution 95 which I cosponsored with other Senators. 
This bill has as its primary purpose an acceleration of tree planting and reforest- 
ation of Federal, State, and private lands through existing programs. It would 
assist in the development of 43 million acres of idle and nonproductive forest 
land which should be planted during the next 10 to 20 years in order to help 
supply forest products which will be needed by the year 2000. 

Our American forests have an increasingly important role to play in providing 
our country with improved water supply, better protection against soil erosion, 
improved hunting and fishing and healthful outdoor recreation. The timber 
from our reproducible forest resources will continue to play an increasingly 
important role in forming a valuable supplement to agricultural income. These 
forests can be a growing source of national strength and wealth, because in 
addition to supplying raw material for our pulp, paper, timber, and other wood- 
using industries they furnish millions of jobs and countless economic benefits 
throughout the Nation. 

Equally important, if not more so, is their function of safeguarding our water- 
sheds and their role of assuring dependable supplies of water for agricultural, 
municipal, and industrial uses. Their role in safeguarding our watersheds 
against erosion is essential. All these benefits from our forests contribute 
heavily to our country’s strength and well-being. 

The growing demand for timber resources and for all the other goods and serv- 
ices that will be needed in the future from well-managed forest lands require 
that we make adequate preparation to meet these future needs now. A tremen- 
dous burden is certain to be imposed on our natural resources by the steadily 
increasing U.S. population, which within less than 15 years is estimated to reach 
a total of 300 million people. By the year 2000, our population is expected to 
reach 375 million. The problems these conditions raise are not remote and spect- 
lative; they are immediate and real. Planning to meet them cannot begin too 
soon. 

Demands for forest products are estimated to increase by 50 percent over pres 
ent demands within the next 15 years. Within the next 40 years, they are 
expected to increase 100 percent. To meet these requirements the timber growth 
of our forests must be doubled by the year 2000. 

Mr. Chairman, we are lagging far behind in fully developing our forestry re 
sources. At the present time we are only planting 1 percent of the land which 
needs to be planted in trees each year. This will not meet predictable future 
needs. Timber stand improvement needs to be stepped up 20 times over the 
current level and our fire protection program should be greatly expanded. [1 
the decade just passed, we lost an average of nearly 200,000 acres annually to 
fire while we have planted trees on an average of only 22,900 acres annually. 
Not every acre that is burned must be replanted, but we are burning annually 
10 times as many acres as we are planting. 

In Mississippi, we have a total of 4,187,000 acres on which trees need to be 
planted. If we follow our 1958 record of planting of 109,205 acres, it will take 
nearly 40 years to plant this land to trees and even longer to put the land on a 
productive basis. I would like to point out that over one-half of our Nation's 
forest land is owned by 414 million small owners. The average ownership 18 
60 acres. The U.S. Forest Service has estimated that one-half of our future 
timber will have to come from these small properties. It is here that we need 
to develop better forestry management and practices. 
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Mr. Chairman, Senate Resolution 95 is a sound approach for implementing a 
jong range forest program to meet future demands and at the same time make a 
lasting contribution to our national economy. I hope this committee will give 
full approval to this important legislation. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. JOHN SHERMAN Cooper, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF 
KENTUCKY 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to make this statement before 
your committee on behalf of Senate Joint Resolution 95, of which I am a cosponsor. 

This resolution, in its broadest context, urges purposeful reforestation of 48 
million acres of Federal, State, and private lands. It creates no new authorities 
put rather it focuses attention. 

Our reforestation needs are divided into three parts. On Federal lands there 
is a direct responsibility that can be met by no other entity, public or private, 
except the Federal Government. Not only is tree planting a good conservation 
practice, but it is a good financial investment. Clearly, then, there should be 
a forward-looking Federal program. 

I want to call to the committee’s attention the fact that there are 460,000 na- 
tional forest acres in Kentucky. I am pleased that only 14,000 acres need refor- 
estation, but 80,000 acres need cultural treatment. I hope that under this resolu- 
tion it is contemplated that both jobs will be done. Certainly, this is an impor- 
tant part of the program for the national forests proposed by the Secretary of 
Agriculture, Mr. Benson. Except for road needs it represents the biggest national 
forest investment requirement in our State. 

By observing the best possible conservation programs on Government-owned 
land, we encourage the fuller development of local resources. The resolution de- 
clares it to be the policy of the United States that Federal lands be developed so 
as to assure dependable future resources of readily available timber through 
sustained yield programs and reforestation, and to increase the value of such 
areas for conservation, recreation, and other beneficial uses. 

In particular I want to add that best use of the land in flood control and navi- 
gation reservoir projects is particularly important to Kentucky, because of the 
many projects already located in my State and because of the relatively large 
number under construction and authorized for planning. Forest cover and other 
conservation measures are directly related to the effectiveness of flood control 
projects. In addition, maximum conservation use of this land, and sustained- 
yield timber programs on the Government-owned land, will set a salutary example. 
It will also contribute to the recreational value of these areas, and to our fish and 
wildlife conservation programs. 

Although the Corps of Engineers now engages in conservation programs on 


reservoir land, the bill would reenforce existing authority and provide a specific 


directive to assure the best conservation practices. The Army Corps of Engineers 
would be required to coordinate its conservation programs with the State conser- 
vation programs. 

Kentucky is making good progress on reforesting the land it owns. In 14 
years it will complete this job, and that is reasonably close to the goals set by 
Chief Forester McArdle. 

Our hard core problem is the 1,500,000 privately owned acres which need re- 
forestation, and which at the current rate of reforestation will not be completed 
for 115 years. : 

I believe greater progress can be made, and to do so will require a new ap- 
proach, It is my considered view that we should proceed on a watershed basis 
with a coordinated program geared not only to growing timber for use but also 
to providing ground cover to stem erosion and siltation. There is a public stake 
in this work because of the “downstream benefits.” Many of our upland land- 
owners lack the financial resources to carry out reforestation even when they 
desire to do so. For these reasons I suggest that the committee urge the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture to make its report on its study of private reforestation at 
an early date so that we may proceed to examine the specific recommendations it 
will contain. 

Senate Joint Resolution 95 deserves to be passed. It can serve as a catalyst to 
stimulate action on better ways to accelerate reforestation on small private wood- 
— It will also assure that proper attention is paid to reforesting Federal 

nds. 


I urge that this legislation be approved. 





62 ACCELERATION OF THE REFORESTATION PROGRAMS 


U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., April 29, 1960. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, ‘ 
Chairman, Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.¢, 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I ask that an excellent article detailing the need for 
agg in Hawaii be printed in the hearings record on Senate Joint Resolv. 
tion 95, 

This article tells how the feral sheep are destroying a woodland in Hawaii, 
I regret that the several excellent photographs accompanying this article cannot 
be reproduced. 

One photograph shows the destruction of the forest in the upper slopes of 
Mauna Kea where these sheep have literally eaten up the trees. Another photo- 
graph depicts a mature mamane browsed as high as the sheep can reach, with 
all the ground cover destroyed. In a third picture, the puakeawe bushes, which 
are not really favored by feral sheep, are shown eaten and destroyed. A series 
of three pictures show the erosion that develops after the trees and vegetation 
have been destroyed. The last two pictures show how protection aids soil and 
forest. One of these shots shows a fenced area with pine doing very nicely as 
a result. In the other picture, rehabilitation progress is depicted showing 
the forest and grass fully restored near the Puu Laau forestry cabin. 

Certainly here is dramatic evidence of the way the forest protects the soil, 
A graph shows how, with hunting prohibited for 3 years, the sheep population on 
one test area climbed from less than 200 in 1950 to 3,500 today. Since 1953, 
despite hunting which took 2,000 sheep in 1958, the sheep population continues 
to expand and the damage to the forest and grass goes on. 

This article presents convincing evidence of the need for land management as 
well as restoration of denuded lands. 

Sincerely yours, 
OREN E. Lona, U.S. Senator. 


[Reprint from the Sierra Club Bulletin, March 1960] 


A Forest Dies oN MAUNA KEA—How FERAL SHEEP ARE DESTROYING A HAWAIIAN 
WoopDLAND 


(By Richard B. Warner) 


Mauna Kea, highest of the great Hawaiian volcanic peaks, thrusts its cinder- 
econe- and lava-encrusted bulk 13,784 feet into the cold, thin upper air of the 
tradewind belt. Despite its proximity to the Equator (20° north latitude) the 
higher reaches of the mountain experience freezing nighttime temperatures the 
year around, and for months during the winter season snow hangs on the bare, 
windswept upper slopes. 

The lower flanks of the great peak, especially on the windward sides between 
sea level and 6,000 feet elevation, are clothed by dense stands of native ohia 
(Metrosideros collina), and koa (Acacia koa) with a lush understory of several 
types of ferns and shrubs. Rainfall is so heavy that the wild pig is the only 
mammal living here. 

Above 6,000 feet the plant growth changes abruptly. The dense forest dwindles 
to a ragged edge, and is replaced by an open woodland of mamane (Sophora 
chrysophylla), koa, and in the drier regions naio (Myoporum sandwicense) to- 
gether with the associated understory shrubs and grasses. This open woodland 
continues up the slope to approximately 9,500 feet where it abruptly gives way 
to bare lava and cinder slopes dotted with puakeawe (Styphelia tameiameiae) 
shrubs. 

Above 11,500 feet plantlife all but ceases; an occasional silversword may be 
seen glistening in the alpine sunlight, but even the hardy and tenacious pua- 
keawe finds the environment too rigorous. 

Because of the many changes in the flora which have occurred over the ceél- 
tury and a half following the introduction to the area of cattle, sheep, goats, and 
horses which ultimately multiplied to enormous populations, it may prove interest- 
ing to note some of the observations made by naturalists while Mauna Kea still 
retained much of its primeval appearance. The following are excerpts from the 
journal of the famous plant explorer David Douglas, who hiked into the area 
in 1834. The passage begins as he emerges from the Mamane Forest above 
either Hilo or La Pahaehoe on his way toward Mauna Kea’s summit: 
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“January 7, 1834: The wood terminates abruptly, but as the lodge of the cattle 
hunter was still about a mile and a half farthur up the clear flank of the moun- 
tain, situated on the bank of a craggy lava stream, I delayed ascertaining the 
exact altitude of the spot where the woody region ends (a point of no small 
interest to the botanist) [sic] until my return, and sat down to rest myself 
a while, in a place where the ground was thickly carpeted with species of 
Fragaria (strawberry), some of which were in blossom, and a few of them in 
fruit. 

“_According to report, the grassy flanks of the mountain abound with wild 
cattle, the offspring of the stock left here by Captain Vancouver, and which 
now prove a very great benefit to this island. 

“January 12, 1884: The line of what may be called the woody country, the 
upper verge of which the barometer expresses 21.450 inches; thermometer 46° 
at 2 p.m. (9,800 feet+ ) is where we immediately enter on a region of broken and 
uneven ground, with here and there lumps of lava, rising above the general de- 
clivity to a height of 300 to 400 feet, intersected by deep chasms, which show the 
course of the lava when in a state of fluidity. This portion of the mountain is 
highly picturesque and sublime. Three kinds of timber, of small growth are 
scattered over the low knolls; with one species of Rubus (blackberry) and Vac- 
cinium (huckleberry), the genus Fragaria (strawberry) and a few Gramineae 
(grasses), Filices (ferns), and some alpine species. This region extends to 
barometer 20.620 inches ; air 40°, dewpoint 30° (10,500 feet+).” 

We know from his comments that botanist Douglas had knowledge of the 
growing populations of feral livestock, brought originally to the islands around 
1800 by Captains Cook and Vancouver, which abounded on the slopes of Mauna 
Kea. The kapu (tabu) placed on the animals as the time of their initial in- 
troduction had just a few years previously been lifted, permitting Hawaiian 
commoners for the first time to take them for food. Perhaps fortunately for 
the botanist’s peace of mind it was yet too early for even a trained eye to discern 
the evidences, of overbrowsing and forest destruction which ultimately would 
become the hallmark of the exotic species. 

The years passed and the introduced livestock populations, unhampered by 
predators and only occasionally disturbed by man, multiplied with enormous 
rapidity. The weather was mild, the food supply only suggesting the first signs 
of exhaustion. 

By the end of the 19th century the exotic species were beginning to eat them- 
selves literally out of house and home. Food became less readily available, 
forcing the now huge populations of feral stock to travel considerable distances 
to find sufficient forage. The land too began to show symptoms of stress. 
Erosion gullies appeared. Flash floods began carrying away vast quantities of 
the fine, ashy topsoil. The Mamane Forest commenced to take on a ragged, 
sickly appearance. 

Around the turn of the 20th century the upper portion of Mauna Kea was de- 
clared a forest reserve by the Board of Agriculture and Forestry, and incor- 
porated into a Territorywide system designed to protect the forests from further 
abuse and effect their restoration. Of the 82,600 acres wihin the boundaries of 
the forest reserve, 29,930 acres are actually covered by some type of forest; the 
remainder being bare, unproductive lava and cinders. However, of these 29,930 
forested acres, Only 19,500 acres are used to any extent by the feral populations. 
This is partly because over 6,000 acres of the south slope of Mauna Kea are 
very densely wooded with the naio tree, which is unpalatable to sheep and hence 
of slight value in wildlife production, and partly the result of continued activities 
by man in the Pohakuloa Flat area.during recent years which effectively frighten 
the sheep away. It is therefore the remaining 19,500 acres of Mamane Forest 
which must bear the pressure of any population of herbivores allowed to in- 
habit the area. 

Unfortunately, during this period the inadequacy of manpower, funds, and 
scientific understanding of the nature of the devastation being wrought resulted 
in a policy of continued neglect. Desultory efforts were made by the Hawaii 
forester to reduce the number of animals, but the effect was negligible. Ac- 
tivities during this early period of government control were also hampered by 
poor roads and primitive automotive transport. It was the era of the model T; 
and most of Hawaii’s roads were either axle deep in powdery volcanic ash or 
quagmires of mud. 

In 19385 a fence was constructed around the lower boundary of the Mauna 
Kea Forest Reserve using CCC labor. Ironically enough, the motive for the 
Project was to prevent the vast numbers of feral animals from descending from 
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the forest into the adjacent pastures of the Parker Rranch Co., where they 
were competing heavily with domestic livestock for food. At the time the 
fence was built there were an estimated 40,000 sheep within the forest reserve, 
as well as several thousand goats and an enormous number of wild pigs. The 
last cow had been removed in 1928, the last horse in 1935. 

Today, after a century of degradation, the face of the land is vastly changed, 
Persons familiar with the mountain in its present state will recognize the areas 
to which Douglas referred in his journal, but mainly through the geologicaj 
descriptions. The ‘upper verge” of the woody country is no longer “highly 
picturesque and sublime” as Douglas found it, with small timber, stray- 
berries, huckleberries, and grasses. As can be discerned in the accompanying 
photographs the “upper verge’”—or in contemporary terms the mamane tree- 
line—now presents a stark, nightmarish scene of devastation and ruin. Where 
once Douglas “sate down to rest” among carpets of strawberries one has no 
choice now but to scuffle about in a waste of rocks, dusty subsoil, and the writb- 
ing limbs of dead trees which were unable to withstand the abuse of untold 
thousands of feral animals. 

Conditions are uniformily distressing over practically all of the forestaj 
areas: 90 percent of the topsoil is gone; over 40 percent of the trees of the 
Mamane Forest are dead, an additional 20 percent dying. Natural reproduc- 
tion of mamane through seedings or basal sprouts has been so long suppressed 
by overbrowsing that over most of the mountain there is no young stock what- 
soever, either for browse or as replacements for the dead and dying mature 
trees. Grass production in all but the most favorable areas is limited to a 
small circle beneath individual trees. It is impossible to state with certainty, 
but it is estimated that the present carrying capacity of the land is less 
than 5 percent of what it was when domestic animals first entered the area. 

The Mamane Forest itself, lying principally between the elevations of 
6,500 and 9,500 feet in a mountain-encircling band, still contains vestiges of 
the preherbivore state sufficient to allow some deductions about its ecology. 
The mamane trees, which reach a mature height of 25 to 30 feet, form a 
medium for condensing moisture contained in the damp fogs which regularly 
blow up from the warm, humid lower elevations. Condensing on the leaves 
of the mamane trees, the moisture drips through the foilage onto the ground 
below. It is this fog dip which supplies the bulk of the water requirements 
both for the mamane trees and the understory grasses and shrubs, as rains 
are infrequent and often occur as deluges over short periods of time. 

The evidence also indicates that the trees themselves are dependent for 
life upon the microenvironment which they produce around their roots as a 
result of this condensate water source. The sequence of plant destruction 
which has ultimately upset this microenvironment occurred as a_ stepwise 
process, being the result of a peculiar trait in the feeding habits of wild 
herbivores. The insistence of these species upon feeding on the one or two 
most palatable plant forms in the habitat (in wildlife management referred 
to as “ice cream” plants) to the exclusion of the less tasty or nutritious forms, 
places a heavier browse pressure on some species than on others. If the 
population is large enough it may at length consume all the available vegeta- 
ion produced by the ice cream species, at which time hunger forces the animals 
to shift to the less palatable forms and repeat the process of selective 
denudation. 

And because the mamane has the rather dubious distinction of being the 
most palatable plant species still extant on the mountain, there is not and 
cannot be any natural reproduction of regrowth of this basic element of the 
native forest. Consequently when an old specimen finally succumbs—made 
sickly and weak by the combination of unremitting browse pressure, exposure 
of the root system through erosion to drying, and freezing temperatures— 
there are no replacements to spring up and fill the gap. Year by year the 
tree line creeps downward from the point where Douglas sat among the strav- 
berries, leaving behind the bones of a once lush and beautiful woodland. 

Destruction of the forest will inevitably result in the loss of its associated 
endemic birdlife; for unlike the highly adaptable human species which seems 
to be able to persist practically anywhere, birds are extremely specific in their 
environmental needs. The tremendous changes resulting from an extinctiou 
of the Mamane Forest would far exceed the adaptive capacities of most or all 
of the native bird species. 
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The endeavor to control numbers of sheep on Mauna Kea, for the purpose of 
protecting the forest from destruction, has been indaequate and ineffective for 
various reasons. In the early years of the forest reserve, lack of manpower and 
of access roads precluded any effective hunting of the sheep population. But in 
the 1940’s sport hunting of the sheep by the public brought about a substantial 
reduction in numbers of animals. Perhaps likewise there was an epizootic 
disease in the herds; such has been suggested but data are lacking. In any 
event, the herds declined until in 1946 the estimated population was down to 
5,000 and in 1950 down to 200. 

At this point when prospects for restoration of the Mamane Forest were 
prightest, there occurred an ironic reversal of the policy of sheep extermination. 
The forest reserve was turned over to the division of fish and game and renamed 
the Mauna Kea Forest Reserve and Game Management Area. The public had 
developed a taste for sheep hunting and the division elected to protect the sheep 
as a game animal—a policy which led to dramatic resurgence of the depleted 
herds. As a result of virtually complete protection from 1950 to 1953 and close 
regulation of shooting in more recent years, the remnant of 200 sheep in 1950 
has grown to a herd of 3,500 in 1959. The accompanying graph shows the rate 
of increase in the population, based on careful censuses conducted annually by 
the division; also shown is the increasing hunting kill, which reached 1,900 
animals in 1958 and 1,600 in 1959. Despite a 40-percent harvest, the sheep herds 
are increasing steadily today. 

This raises a basic philosophical question as to the purposes of management 
of the Mauna Kea area. Before 1950 the orientation had been toward the forest 
and its preservation; feral animals were considered extraneous to the habitat 
and to be removed whenever possible. The new philosophy of management may 
accurately be defined as a policy of “hunter direction.” It is well typified by 
this excerpt from a 1955 monthly report of the division of fish and game: 

“The hunters are very apprehensive about overshooting the population on 
Mauna Kea and creating a similar situation to 1949 which resulted in a 5-year 
closed season. If such a long closed period again becomes necessary through 
overharvesting, the hunting public will be highly’ critical, and properly so,” 

It should perhaps be pointed out that the problem of hunting interests demand- 
ing the maintenance of dangerously high herbivore populations is not peculiar to 
Hawaii. Rather it is a universal problem, one with which many States are pres- 
ently coping. The overaboundance of deer in many parts of the United States, 
with the attendant problems of overbrowsing and habitat destruction, is in almost 
every respect identical to the situation on Mauna Kea and elsewhere in Hawaii 
where excessive herbivore populations are maintained to satisfy the immediate 
demands of the hunting public. It was this philosophy of hunter direction which 
in 1950, despite all the evidence of habitat destruction, prompted the division of 
fish and game to recommend closing Mauna Kea to sheep hunting in order to 
“permit the population to rehabilitate itself.” 

By 1957 any gains which the flora had made during the brief ebbing of 
pressure in the early 1950’s was erased. Coarser, shrubby puakeawe again 
became the dominant part of the sheep diet; the brief spark of recovery had 
been effectively snuffed out. Except for a few roadside strips where hunting 
pressure forces away the encroaching animals and creates a somewhat illusory 
impression of recovery habitat, Mauna Kea continues to ulcerate and sicken. 
Consciously, deliberately, a forest is being destroyed; a rare and unique flora is 
being needlessly saerificed. 

The science of wildlife management has demonstrated that with proper study 
and application, most habitats can support both a rich natural flora and an 
herbivore population. The concept of multiple land use is a valid one, but is 
successfully applied only when the biological necessities of an area are properly 
understood. Preservation of the Mamane Forest is essential to the maintenance 
of sheep hunting as well as being a moral obligation in itself. If it is deemed in 
the public interest to maintain a huntable sheep population on Mauna Kea, the 
— should be limited to what the flora can support on a sustained yield 
asis, 

Continued neglect of the present situation can have only one outcome: the 
ultimate and complete destruction of the habitat. When that occurs we all 
shall have lost—hunter and conservationist alike. The mountain will then no 
longer support either sheep or native plants or birds. Modern man will have 
produced, to his eternal shame and discredit, another biological desert. 
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